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ABSTRACT

In order to identify the human factors that affect

the achjevenent of the Military Assistarce frograem {(SAP) objectives
and from them define personnel selection criteria, training

objectives,

and managenment policies, a conception of advisor

proticiency aud a method vith which to study it-vere developed.
Results presented in this report are based upon a questionrnaire
survey coanducted in 1966 among U.5. Army advisor personnel assigned
to the Korea Military hdvisory Group (K¥AG) and their cournterparts in

tbe Republic of Korea Aray. L rationalc for conceiving of nruficient

advisor counterpart transactions in terms of theur stated willingness
to continue working togetber in the future is presented. Construction
of an assessaent techanique to obtain estimates of these inteutions is
described, as are the results of tests ot the validity of the concept
and asethod. ({Author) ’
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SUBJECT: Mliitary Advisors and Counterparts in Korea:
3. An Experimental Criterioan of Proficiency
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1. This report, the last of three dealing with research on advisor-
counterpart relationships. describes an initial effort to develop an
experimentally useful conception of proficient advisor-counterpart inter-
actiong, end to evaluate the validity of the approach and method used to
assess ther.

2. A rationale {: presented for conceiving of proficient advisor-
counterpart transactions in terms of their stated willingness to continue
working together in the future. The procedures used to construct an
assessment technique with which to obtain estimates of these intentions

are deacribed. The results of tests directed toward assessing the validity
of the concepe and method constitutc a major portion of the report. Infor-
mation was collected by means of a quectionnaire distributed during the
Summer and Fall oi 1966 to approximate .y 7CX% of the Army personnel sssigned
to tire Korea Military Assistance Group and functioning as advisora and to
counterparta in the Republi: of Korea Avrmy.

3. This report will be of interest tc those engaged in research and
training on the advisory reletionship in foreign countries.
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FOREWORD

This repoit describes an initial eff~rt to develop an experimentally useful conception
of proficiency as applied to Military Assistance Program (MAP) advisors in their relation-
ships to counterparis, and to evaluate the validity of the approach and method. Results
are based upor observations collected from advisors assigned to the Korea Military
Advisory Group (KMAG) and their counterparts in the Republic of Korea Army
(RCKA).

This report is the third in a series resulting from eficrts conducted under Work
Sub-Unin MAP II, Studies of Advisor-Counterpart Interactions. Earlier reports include
Military Advisors aird Counterperts in Korea: 1. Job Characteristics (1), and Military
Aduvisors and Counterparis in Kcrea: 2. Personal Traits and Role Behaviors (2).

The research described in this report was conducted by HumRRO Division No. 7,
(Social Science), Alexandria, Virginia. The Director is Di. Arthur J. Hoehn. Dr. Dean k.
Froehlich was the Work Unit Leader. Dr. John W. McCrary conducted many of the
interviews with advisors and counterparts and generally contributed to the work from
planning to publication. Mr. Jerome P.. Corbino assistea in the management of the data
during the statistical analysis phase of the research.

Administrative and logistical support was given by the US. Army Research Unit,
Korea whase chief, LTC Monroe D. King, coordinated the work with KMAG. Exceptional
assistance was given throughcut the work by Mr. Cho Hui-sok, Research Technician, U.S.
Army Rercarch Unit Kcrea. and Mr. Kim Chi-kyonr, translator-interpreter, and Professor
Xim Chongum, formerly at the English Language Research Center, Seoul National
University.

COL Carroll B. Hodges, Korea hilitary Assistance Group Adjutant General, served as
principal point of contact during the developmental and data collection phases of the
work BG L.H. Gomies Senior Advisor to First Renublic of Korea Army, COL P.S.
Reinecke, Chief of Staff, Detachme.it L; COL A.L. Baker, Commarnder, Detachment F;
COL W.C. Naselroad, Chief of Staff, Detachment R; COL D. Cooper, Senior Advisor
V/VI ROKA Corps, Detachment West, and COL M.F. Schroeder, Depuly fenior Advisor
H1I ROKA Corps, courteously extended their hospitality and use of tneir facilities, and
arranged for interviews with their officer advisors.

Appreciation is expressed for the courtesy and cooperation shown by General Min
Ki-shik, Chief of Staff, ROKA, for providing the researcher with an opportunity to brief
all of his subordinate commanders on the objectives and methods of tha research; to MG
Yu Gun-chang for reviewing the research matenals, approving their distribution, and
providing a poinl of contact within ROKA; to the commanders of the First and Second
Republic of korea Armies and the commanders of the first and fifth ROKA Corps fov
granting time and permission to interview their personnel.

Permission has been obtained for use of copyrighted materials iincluded in this
report.

HumRRO research for the Department of the Army is conducted urwer Army
Contract DAHC 19-70-C-0012. Work Unit MAP research is conducted under Army
Project 2Q062107A744, Language and Area Training.

Meredith P. Crawford
President
Human Resources Research Organization
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MILITARY PROBLEM

The Military Assistance Program {VAP) exists to promote international security by
inereasing the military capabilities of a.lied nations and by securing fheir support for the
presence and policies of the United 8t2ics. Cognizant of the importance of human factors
to the achievement of these objectives, the Department of Defense and other agencies
have developed or are developing various ways to ensure that MAP personnel are
proficient in the role of advisor.! The chief components by which control over the
human factors is likely to influence proficiency are (a) the selection procedures v<ed to
identify personnel best suited to the role, (b)the progtams of insiruction offered to
prospective advisor personnel, and (c) the local Military Assistance Advisory Group’s
(MAAG’s) personnel orientation program and management practices.

In order to identify the human factois that either facilitate or impede the achieve-
ment of MAP objectives and from them to define personnel selection criteria, training
objectives, and management policies, it is first essential to develop a conception and
method with which to assess advisor proficiency. Work Unijt MAP Il represents an initial
effort to develop an experimentally useful conception of proficiency and to evaluate the
validity of the approach and method.

RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

The res-arch undertook to (a) develop a conception of proficiency appropriie to
the role of the MAP advisor, (b) construct an exnerimental device for coliecting assess-
ment.. of the proficiency of a sxmple of advisors and counterparts, (c) collect information
concerning condit:ons and characteristics that might affect the level of proficiency
achieved, and (d) assess the validity of the concept and the scores derived from tihe
assessment device by testing the proficiency scores for relationships to various conditions
and characteristics associated with advisor-counterpart relations.

RESEARCH PLAN

The search for a couception of adviso: proficiency was directed toward answering
three nested quections: What features distinguish the military advisor role from non:
advisory roles? In which of these features are personnel likely to differ in terms of level
of skill and expertness they bring to it? Which of these features are amenable to control
through personnel selection techniques, programs of instruction, and/or Jocal MAAG
management policies and practices?

_ Candidate conceptions of proficiency were evaluated in terms of these features as
well as five functional specifications. Advisor-counterpart interaction proficiency was
defined as the ability of advisors to manage their differences with counterparts in ways
that increase the motivation of counterparts to continue working with the.n—that 1s, that
appeared to have the effect of producing cohesiveness. The experimental literature
concering the relation between cohesiveness in small groups and various indices of group

'For example, DCSPER Study 40, Remedial Action Froject 9, and the US. Army Five-Year
Research Plan.
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effectiveness and productivity supports the appropriateness of the conc:ption of profi-
ciency adopted for study.

The second basic element of the research plan consisted of an answer to the
question: How can it be determined emp.rically whether the means by which this
conception of proficiency is measured is a good substitute for direct observations of the
actual performance of advisors and counterparts?

To answer tne question, the estimates obtained from advisors and counterparts
concerning their willingness to continue working together were compared with (a) their
impressions of one another’s personal {raits, (b) a number of characteristics descriptive of
how satisfactorily advisors and counterparts judged each other to be performing their
roles, (c) characteristics descriptive of the types of work-reiated and social interactions
they had had with one another and, finally, (d) a number of biographical characteristics.

This information was used as a basis for estimating the validity of the method in
terms of its “construci validity” and “criterion-related validity.” The statistical and iiteral
properties of the items from which proficiency scores were derived were used as a basis
for estimating the “content validity” of the scores.

RESEARCH PROCEDURES

Questionnaires were constructed for collecting information from advisors and
counterparts concerning their biographical characteristics, the nature of their work, and
several characteristics descriptive of their work-related interactions. Interpersonal attrac-
tion between pairs of advisors and counterparts was measured by their rating cach other
with regard to 38 personal traits. Similar ratings of Americans and Koreans wilh whom
they preferred and did not prefer to work permitted comparisons between these prefer-
ences and ratings given to specific advisors and counterparts.

Role-behavior inventories were constructed from information collected through inter-
views with advisors and, separately, counterparts. Items in the inventories were basec
upon the responses of advisors and counterparts to questions aimed at identifying the
kinds of behaviors that left them with either very favorable or unfavorable impressions of
one another.

Finally, a 20-item checklist was developed with items designed to assess the wiliing-
ness or unwillingness of advisors and counterparts to work together. Scores derived from
the checklist were interpreted as estimates of ‘‘proficient advisor-~ounterpart trans-
actions' and so labeled PACT scores.

Copies of each of the several questionnaires were distributed, in the summer and fall
of 196€, to approximutely 70% of the Army personnel who were then assigned to the
Korea Military Assistance Group and who were functioning as advisors to counterparts in
the Republic of Korea Army. Advisors and counterparts each provided a number of
similar as well as different types of biographica' information. Advisors, and counterparts
to a much more limited extent, providcd information descriptive of both their work-
related and social interactions. Each advisor described the personal traits of the one
counterpart ‘#ith whom he had been working to achieve the single set of changes that he
regarded as most important. That particular counterpart then described the personal traits
of his advisor by means of a translated version of the trait scales. Each described the
other with regard to how satisfactorily he enacted his respective role. Finally, each
answered all 20 of the items in the PACT checklist on the basis of his experiences with
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and feelings about this particular advisor or counterpart. Complete data were obtained
from 51 pairs of advisors and counterparts.

The reliabilities of the PACT scores acvisors gave to counterparts (and vice versa)
were determined. The content validity of the PACT items was estimated by means of
factor analyses of the two forms. Other types of validity tests were performed to
determine the ability of the PACT scores to register variations among advisors and
counterparts with regard to their personal traits and preferences, evaluations of the
adequacy with which they enacted their respective roles, reports of their work-related
interactions, sccial interactions, and a number of biographical characteristics.

FINDINGS

Major findings relating the willingness of advisors and counterparts to continue
warking together (PACT Scores) to other characteristics of the participants are as follows.

Interpersonal Attraction

(1) A substantial poriion of counterparts’ willingness to continue working with
advisors is related to how positively they rate their advisor’s personalily. The personal
traits that appear to make the gretest difference to counterparts coalesce to form a
single statistical factor. Those traits are associated with the counterparts’ impressions of
how trustworthy the person is, how enthusiastically he acts toward them, how compe-
tently he performs his job, how harmoniocusly he gets along with them, and how
thoughtful and sincere he appears to be. While advisors use many of the same traits to
describe their counterpar's, their absolute descriptions of them arc essentially unrelated
to PACT Score estimates of their willingness to continue working with them (see Tables
11 and 12).

(2) Moderat. relationships are observed between how well advisors and counterparts
match each others’ conceptions of a most-preferred co-worker who is a member of their
own ethnic group. Large differences are associated ith less willingness to continue
working together as estimated from the PACT Scores given (see Table 13).

Critical Role Behaviors

The willingness of advisors and counterparts to continue working together is, for
both groups, related to how satisfied they are with the relatively specific ways in which
their co-worker enacts his rote.

(1) Advisors and counterparts are similar in that, on the average, both groups
expressed satisfaction with regard to ebout 70% of all the role behaviors rated in the
study. For both groups, the greater the percentage of role behaviors judged satisfactory
the greater is their expressed willingness to continue working together.

(2) Advisors and counterparts are similar in that, on the average, both groups
expressed dissatisfaction with regard to about 30% of all the role behaviors rated in the
study. For both groups, the greater the percentage of role behaviors judged unsatisfactory
the less is their expressed willingness to continue working together.

(3) Counterparts’ dissatisfactions are variations on a dominant theme—they want
more support. Counterparts want their advisors to more often (a) take actions to procure
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materials, supplies, and equipment for them; (b) advocate their requests and recommenda-
tions in MAAG staffings; (c)support them in satisfying their superiors’ requirements;
(d) keep them informed on the status of requests, plans, work in progress, and so forth;
(e) display an interest in becomir.g knowledgeable about their country’s language, history,
economy, customs, and the feelings of their people.

(4) Advisors® dissatisfactions appear to be, on the average, of three fypes. About
40% of the advisors expressed dissatisfaction with the extent to which their counterpart
had kept them informed (in particular, they were dissatisfied with the contents of
briefings). Second, nearly two-thirds of the advisors agreed that their counterparts should
less often permit their subordinates to turn out work that is unnecessarily below standard
or contains errors. Finally, somewhat less than one-half of the advi:ors view their
counterparts as failing to use ordinary logic often enough when planning a course of
action.?

Job-Related Characteristics

‘The willingness of advisors and counterparts to continue working together was also
otwerved to vary as a function of a number of characteristics descriptive of work
objectives and means.

(1) The willingness of advisors to continue working with counterpa:ts was observed
to vary with the extent to which the advisor appeared personally involved in the work,
the extent to which he judged his counterpart to be professionally competent, the degree
of contact he had with the counterpart, the autonomy he had with regard to conducling
the work, and the extent t~» which he was satisfied with the progress that had been made
toward effecting the changes he sought.

(2} The willingness of counterparts to continue working with advisors was observed
to vary with counterpar!s’ impressions of the nature of the influence the advisor sought
to exert, the counterpart’s accessibility to the advisor, and his evaluation of the adequacy
of the interactions that had occurred. Additionally, the willingness of counterparts to
continue working with advisors appears to vary as a function of the advisor’s estimate of
the extent to which they were in agreement concerning the desirabitity of making the
changes recommended by the advisor, the advisor’s opinion conceming the effectiveness
with which the counterpari participated in implementing the changes, and the advisor's
evaluation of the counterpart’s general level of mintary compctence.

(8) Certain job-related characleristics appeared to have no effect upon the willing-
ness of advisors and counterparts to continue working together (Table 15).

Social Interaction Characteristics

Neither advisors’ nor counterpar.s’ willingness to continue working together appears
strongly influenced by the types and frequencies of social interactions surveyed in this
study. Eighty percent of the tests performed yielded results that were not statistically
significant, Sheer frequency of social interaclions between advisors and counterparts
appears, in general, to have a somewhat weaker influence than the kinds of conditions
under which they met for off-duty types of interactions. Results suggest that pcrson-
specific interactions (individual advisor vis-a-vis individual counterpart) tend to be of the
type having the greatest effects.

2 For more detailed results sce appendices in the second report in the MAP Il series (2).
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Biographi. aI Characteristics

Biographical characteristics tested for relationship to the willingness of advisors and
counterparts to continue working together were, in general, found to be unrelated.

CONCLUSIONS

Results of the study could have been interpreted in three ways. First, specific
findings h-:ea upon one sel of observations can be related to findings based upon other
sets of data. Interrelationships might, for example, be sought between the varinus
coinbinations and permutations for Interpersonal Attraction Scores, Critical Role Behav-
jor Scores, Job Characteristics, Social Interaction Characteristics, Biographical Character-
istics, and PACT scores withou: assigning any special status to the latter. This has rot
boen done because the conception of proficiency that was developed and tested required
a research strategy designed to assess the validity of the conception and the device
constructed to obtain assessments of it.

The second approach to interpreting the findings of the study is in terms of
attempting to reach a conclusion concerning the validity of the concept and the method.
The body of the report is a comprehensive accournt of the detailed procedures and results
relevant to those attempts.

The third context in which the findings may be interpreted is with regard to the
imp’ications they have for operational matters pertaining to the control of efficiency by
way of selection, assignment, training, oriertation, and management policies and prac-
tices. Because of the experimental nature of the conception of proficiency that was
developed and tested, the latter implications are subject to change and revisinn depending
upon the extent to which current findings are replicable.

Methodological Conclusions

The feasibility of siinultanzously collecting judgments and impressions from MAP
advisors and foreign counterparic concerning their own and each other’s characteristics
has been demonstrated. The similarities between the results of these observations indicate
little difference between advisors 2id counterparts with regard to ‘‘courtesy biases’ and
other kinds of response sets intended to mask criticism. The conclusion is based upon
comparison of their descriptions of one another with regard to their personal traits, their
conceptions of preferred and non-preferred kinds of co-workers, and their expressions of
satisfaction and dissatisfaction with regard to critical role behaviors. There is no evidence
of “faking” of information on anything other than a random basis. Statistically signifi-
cant relationships between information collected totally independently from advisors and
counterparts counterindicates the probable importance of such factors.

The strategy adopted to evaluate the validity of the PACT melhod differs from the
simpler and more historical approaches in that it provides more than a single validily
coefficient. Given the exploratory and developmental nature of the conception of profi-
ciency advanced, and the assumed multiplicity of antecedent conditions likely to affect
it, substitution of a single numerical value in place of analyses of results bzsed upon

10
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multiple tests seems least likely to increase understanding of the conditions and character-
istics registered by PACT scores. Validity can be ascribed to the PACT method in the
sense that scores derived ivom it rcgister variations:

(1) Between advisors’ and couiiterparts’ responses to 20 items that coalesce to
form factorc which are, in part, defined by items that explicitly ask the respondent to
make a choice between continuing to work with a cwrrent advisor (or counterpart),
terminating the relationship, or avoiding it in the future.

(2) Between counterparts’ evaluatiors of their advisors’ competence and character.

(3) Between counterparts’ comparisons of the personal traits of their advisors to
those associsted with Koreans with whom they do and do not prefer to work.

(4) Between advisors’ comparisons of the personal traits of their counterparts to
those associated with either an American ¢~ a Korean with whom they prefer to work.

(5) Between advisors' judgments concerning the adequacy with which their
counterparts currontly enact their role,

(6) Between counterparts’ judgments concerning the adequacy with which their
advisors currently enact their role.

(7) Between advisors with regard to how personally involved they appear to be in
their advisory role, the degree of contact established with the counterpart. and how
satisfied they are with the progress that has been made toward accomplishing the
advisors’ recommeiided changes.

(8) Between counterparls with regard to what they perceive their advisor to be
primarily concerned atout iu his relations to them, the counterpart’s degree of contact
with the advisor, and his judgment concerning the adequacy of it.

(9) Between advisors with regard {0 whether they have engaged in social inter-
actions with counterparts that are of a type that occur infrequently.

(10) Between advisors who are and are not experienced in advising foreign personnel
as well as those who have had and not had prior MAP assignments.

(11) Between advisors who hold the rank of major and those who do not.

{12) Between advisors whose counterparts hold thc rank of lieutenant colonel and
those who do not.

The failure of the PACT scores to register variations between advisors ad counter-
parts with regard to a host of other characteristics is, by and large, a desirable feature of
1he method, for these characteristics may be disregarded when attempting to interpret the
meaning of the scores and the kinds of inferences they will support. In stm, the PACT
scores appear valid in the sense that they register variations between advisors and
counterparts with regard to characteristics that can reasonably be expected to influence
the extent to which the two basic objectives of the MAP are or can be met. Those
characteristics and conditions not rcgistered by FACT scores are, in general, of a type for
which it is possible to concede only frivial influences, if any at all, upon the achievement
of the mission.

Operational Implications

In the absence of uniform and independent assessments of the extents to which
interactions betwien advisors and counterparts resull in the attainment of increased
military capability and suppori for the presence and policies of U.S. personnel in Korea,
it can be only argued, but nct empirically demonstrated, that the relationships observed
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between PACT scores and the conditions and characteristics of those interactions have
implications for agencies concerned with the development, improvement, and mainte-
nance of advisory proficiency.

Current Level of Proficiency

Several sources of data converge to indicate that in the summer and fali of
1966 the level of cohesiveness was moderately high. Thus, the degree to which improve-
ment is possible is limited to those cases where high PACT scores were cither not given
or unreciprocated. However, further study of the factors influencing PACT scores is
required before this interpretation can be fully accepted. Whether the interpretation is
tenable depends upon identification of factors relevaut to the Program that car also
account for *he disparities observed.

Because PACT scores have been shown to vary as a functicu of a variety of
conditions and characteristics of advisor-counterpart ' leraction:z it appears unlikely that
any single change in current practices and policies is ’ikely to have strong effects upon
raising the level of cohesiveness. Current practices and policies, though not directly
examined ir the present studv, seem not inconsistent with attainment of a substantial
level of cohesiveness.

On the assumption that present findings are replicable and are icievani to the
achievement of MAP objectives, efforts direcred toward the creation and mairtenance of
cohesive relations might most profitably focus attention upon the following.

Selecting Who Will Interact

The willingness of counterparts {o continue working with advisors appears
significantly affected by both il.e prcfessional competence :nd the personal character of
their advisor. Generally, it appears counterparts seek to work *«ith personnel who are able
and motivated to serve as their personzl mentors. Achieveinent of cohesive relations to
counterparts requires personnel skilled in the prevention of potential, and management of
actual, conflicts, disagreements, and differences of opinion, value, and judgment.

Management of Whai is Interucted

To the extent pormitted by othey operational requirements, adviscs who are
granted autonomy to personally identify the changes they v:ill recommend and upon
which they will work with counterparts are most likely to express a high wiilingness to
continue working with the counterparis uron whom they inust depend for implemen-
tation of the changes. To the extent other operational requirements permit, ndvisors
should be encouraged to undertake changes that can be acco:nplished during tre period
of their tour of duty in KMAG. Assignment of duties to advisors should consider factors
that may limit their opportunities to contact counterparts with a frequency promotive of
cohesiveness. Assignmmnt of duties to advisors should be consistent with efforts to avoid
giving counterparts the impression that the advisor is exclusively concerned with only
monitoring their pariicipation in the MAP.

Traininy in How to Interact

Training and orientation programs aimed at the development of cohesiveness
thorld focus attention upon the kinGs of advisory role behaviors counterparts judge
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important, contrast them to the kinds of counterpart role behaviors advisors judge
important, point out the potential sources of dissatisfaction, and develop guidance with
regard to managing them. Construction of training materials and r.ethods with which to
desensitize advisur perscnnel to those aspects of the local living conditions that may be
regarded as noxious may facilitate the development of cohesiveness by better preparing
them to approach and interact socially with counterpar.s in their milieu. Behavioral
adjussments that can cope e’fectively with verified risks that exist within the local milieu
need to be developed and taught to advisors. Advisors’ awarencss of and sensitivity to
counterparts can be expanded by terching them about Korean cultural behaviers and
orientaticns of special importance to Korean people.
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INTRODUCTION

The Military Assistance Program (MAP) exists to promote national security by
increasing the military capabilities of alliad nations and by obtaining their support for the
presence and policies of the United States. The success of the Program depends 1ipon the
abilities of advisors, individually and collectively, to perform their duties under cenditions
that are often less conducive to success than are those typical of non-zdvisory
assignments—that is, those that exist entirely within U.S. military organizations, whether
Continental United States or overseas. The special difficulties may rarge from relatively
specific problems of health and personal sccurity to general problems with counterparts
stemming from broad cultural and linguistic differeices as well as factors inb-.ent in this
type of assigninent.

Cognizant of these difficulties, the Department of Defense and other agencies have
added or are planning to ad1 components designed to provide the Program with advisors
proficient in ccping with these conditions. The chief components (Figure 1) are: {(a} the
selection procedures used to identify personnel best suited to the advisory role; (b) the
srograms of instruction offered to prospective advisors; and (c) the local Military Assist-
ance Advisoiry Group (MAAG) personnel orientation program and management practices.
The success of the Program has depended upon the entents to which each of these three
separate bhut interrelated components contribute to advisory effectiveness

Chief Components of the Military Assistance Program

( Militory Assistance Program

< —
P licies and Resources B
- |
Advisor | - — T T T — Counterpart
—_— - _] '__ - —
$

Achieve Security by Increosed
Indigenous Military Capability
and Local Support for
U.S. Policies and Presence

Figure 1
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MILITARY PROBLEM

Military management decisions pertaining to the control of advisors, whether by
means of policies or by procedures associated with their selection, training, or crienta-
*ion, are typically made to improve or ensure advisors’ effectiveness. Decisions, to be
eifective, must result in detectable differences ia the changes they seek to produce. The
gradual evolution cf a body of policies and procedures that promote effective advisor-
counterpart interactions depends upon demonstrating relationships between the decisions
and their consequences.

However, historically, the imphcit choices in the decisions asscciated with the
policies and procedures that have been applied to military advisors have not been put to
this type of test. Decisions have instead been justified on the basis of logic and expert
opinion, and largely gwded by the informal, anecdotal, often idiosyncratic reports of
experienced advisors. In coatrast to other areas of military iraining, the programs of
instruciion decigned to prepare personnel for advisory assignments have developed no
on-thejob criteria of proficiency.

The absence of acceptable techniques for evalualing the proficiency of advisors
reflects a number of circumstances, chiefly the failure to uevelop applicable concepts of
effectiveness. Without a useful conception of proficicney as 2 guide in choosing between
alternate policies, procedures, setection, training, and orientation programs, there is little
guarantee that the best choices are being made. Nor is there any way to demonstrate that
the intents of the choices have been realized, or to make chservable discriminations
between what is important and what is unimportant, what is simply interesting and what
is essential, what might facilitate or impude effective interactions and what actually does.
Irdeed, withoul a clearly defined conception »f proficiency and a technique for assessing
it, estimates of the level of effectiveness at which an advisory group cuwrently operates
are unlikely to allow the discovery of the conditions that led to that level. Knowledge of
what these conditions are is essential (o any effort designed to improve the effectiveness
of the advisory progr-w.

RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

This study was conducted to (a) develop a conception of proficiency appropriate to
the MAP advisor’s role, (b} construct an experimentally useful instrument for collecting
assessments of the proficiency of a sample of advisors and counterparts in their current
roles, (c) develop methods for collecting information descriptive of various characteristics
of advisors and counterparts that might ini,uence the proficiency of their interactions,
and (d) assess the conception and estimate the validity of the instrument by testing the
proficiency scores for relationships to various characteristics of advisors and counterparts.

This study is the third in a series cf efforts conducted under Work Sub-Unit MAP II.
Previous studies were concerned with job characteristics (1), and personal {raits and role
behaviors (2).

PAruntext providea oy enc [
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RESEARCH PLAN

DEVELCPMENT OF A CONCEPTION OF ADVISOR PROFICIENCY

'The choice of a conception of advisor proficiency was strongly influenced by tae
nature of the purposes for which it was sought. Basically, the concept was needed in
order to eslablish a foundation for the construction of observational techniques for
comparing advisors and/or counterparts. The setection 9f a characteristic against which to

MAP Co. ponents Concerned With Information on Advisor-Counterpart Performance
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compare persennel was importantly influenced by judginents about how useful the
compatisons were likely to be to agencies concerned with improving advisor performance
through the development of personne! selectiocn procedures, training programs, or per-
sonnel management practices fsee Figure £). in short, the rearch for a conception of
advisor proficiency reduces to finding answers tc a set of three nested questions:

What features distinguish the military advisor role from non-advisory roles?

In which of these features are personnel likely to differ in terms of level of
skill and expertness?

Which of these skills are amenable to control through personnel selection
techniques, programs of instruction, and/or local MAAG personnel management
policies and practices?

In the effort to select a maximally useful conception of proficiency, candidates were
evaluated with regard to three classes of factors. The concept was to be selected because
(a) it, more than others, was judged to serve five essential funclions; (b) !, more than
others, was judged to be appropriate to the cardinal characteristics of the advisor’s job
role; (¢} it could easily be related to and interpreted within an extensive body of research
results and a theory of leadership effectiveness derived from them. The conception of
advisor proficiency selected, developed, and tested in this study therefore represents an
amalgamation of objectives, requirements, and considerations.

Functional Specifications

To maximize the potential value of the conclusions that were to be drawn from
comparisons of the proficiency of advisors and/or counterparts, it was judged essential
that whatever conception of proficiency was used meet the following specifications.

Kelevant

First, the assessments of proficiency were to be based upon characteristics of
advisors and/or counterparts that could have consequences for achieving basic objectives
of the Military Assistance Program. In this sense, the conception of proficiency was to be
relevant to the nature of the mission. Thus, consideration was given only to conceptions
that might have some relationship to the extent to which the military capability of the
advised forces was sirengthened, and indigenous support for the presence and policies of
U.S. personnel was increased. “Unit readiness” was regarded as highly retevant, but
because it is also a function of many other variables that would cbscure demonstrating
relationships between advisor-counterpart interactions and achievement of MAP objec.
tives, it had to be rejected.

Transactional

Second, the conception of proficiency adopted was to reflect outcomes of
interactions between advisors and counterpasts. The need for this specification arises from
the nature of the three types of controls that can be exercised to increase tnhe proficiency
of advisors. Personnel selection techniques, programs of instruction, and local MAAG
orientation and advisor management practices all seek to promote proficiency by altering
the actions and reactions of advisors to local conditions and personnei. Thus, if the
research results were to apply to agencies and personnel responsible for these aspects of
the Military Assistance Program, the criterion for assessing advisors and counterparts must
be reducible to, or at least relalable to, the nature of the acts they did or did not
perform and the personal traits expressed in their interactions.

Again, a conception of proficiency based entirely upnn measures of “‘military
preparedness” or annual training test scores of advised units was eliminated because
cstimates of unit readiness reflect numerous factors over which individual advisors and
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counterparts seldomn have control. Such measures refleci much more than the specific
bchaviors and personal traits of advisors and counterparts and the outcomes of thei.
interactions.

Equitable

Third, the search was restricted to conceptions of proficiency that seemed
capable of providing equitable assessments. Attenticn was to be directed only to out-
comes for which it could be assumed that advisors had sufficient control that assessments
of their performance would be fair and accurate. Here again, a conception of proficiency
based upon unit readiness or improvements in readiness would, most likely, yield
invidious comparisons between personnel. A conception based on the number or rate of
successful changes introduced int» the advised forces seemed also to run the risk of
leading to intrinsically unfair comparisons between personnel.

Inforimative

Fourth, but also related to the second specification, was the need to develop a
conception of proficiency that promised to yield insights into the conditions—personal
and situational—that tend to either promote or impede pioficiency in the advisory role.
In this sense, lhe search was 1estricted to conceptions that promised to be productive of
information.

Feasible

Finally, candidate conceptions of proficiency were eliminated if there was
reason to believe that it was not feasible to devise means for collecting reasonably
accuraie and reliable observations of instances of proficiency.

Among the candidate conceptions dismissed for failure to satisfy this specifica-
tion was assessment in terms of money. Because the activities of nearly all advisors have
dollar consequences, at first glance mcaey might appear to be the universal denominator
of proficiency. The more sophisticated concept of cost-effectiveness, while useful in the
analysis of other types of aclivities, does no* seem feasible here. While it is relevant to
assessing advisory performance, and likely to represent the outcomes of interactions
between advisors and counterparts and to produce insights into the personal and
situational factors influencing it, a pilot stt.dy limited to logistics advisors indicated tha¢
few could accurately estimate the cost-effectiveness of their actions. Moreover, while
costeffectiveness can easily be related to increments in the military capability of the
indigenous forces, there is little reason to believe (and some reason to disbelieve) chat it
is related—either directly or indirectly—to increments in the support counterparts give to
the presence and policies of U.S. personnel.

Appropriateness of Concept to Characteristics of Advisory Job

The preceding five general specifications do not exhaust all features that are to be
desired in a conception of advisor proficicncy. The additional problen: remains of
attempting to isolate, from among the myriad characteristics of advisors and counterparts,
a particular feature that both satisfies the preceding five specifications (especially rele-
vance to the basic MAP objectives) and is appropriate to the cardinal characteristics of
the advisory role or job.

A portion of the MAP II research sought to delineate the military advisor's role in
terms of various characteristics of the work performed (1). Conclusions drawn provide an

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

22 ’




E

Q

empirical basis for distinguishing advisory from non-advisory roles. Among the cardinal
characteristics identified were the following:

Advisory objectives are heterogeneous. Data collected from advisors to the
Armies of the Republic of Thina and of Korea indicated that advisors differ significantly
in the ends they seek. Any attempt to define advisor proficiency must, at the outset,
take cogrizance of this feature. 'fherefore, a conception based on comparisons between
advisors with regard to the cha.ges they seek to make will yield only invidious compari-
sons. While advisors surely will succeed in inducing changes, the variation due to
differences in the nature of the changes sought makes this conception of proficiency
extremely difficult to operaticnalize.

Advisory obstacles are heterogeneous. Data collected indicated that advisors
differ significaatly with regard to the nature of the circumstances that tend to impede
progress toward effecting the changes they seek. The implications of this fact for defining
advisor proficiency are essentially tlie same as those described above. Variation hctween
advisors in the inherent differences in the obstacles they face makes compasisons on the
skill and expertness displayed in overcoming obstacles a doubtful approach to conceiving
a workable definition of proficiency.

Advisors depend upon counterparts. Evidence collected indicated that, in a
majority of cases, atlainment of advisory objectives depended heavily upon the motiva-
tion, cooperation, and abilities of counterparts to participate in making changes. Advisors
to the Republic of Korea Army credit councerparts with the accomplishment of about
50% of the work related to effecting the changes they sought. These advisors also
ascribed to counterparts responsibility for many of the obstacles encountered which, on
the average, retarded accomplishment of the changes for periods of tiree or more
months. The interdependence of advisors and counterparts is further evidenced by the
frequency with which, on the average, they meet to cc: duct their work. Thus, one of the
cardinal characteristics of the advisory role is the high degree of interdependence that
exiscs; depending upon whether the relationship is a cooperative one, it may facilitate or
impede achievement of advisory objectives.

This aspect of the advisory role is common and hence warranted consider-
ation as a possible area of advisor performance requiring skill and expertness. Whether the
interdependence evolves toward a positively synergistic relation or toward irreconcilable
antagonism may reflect differences between advisors in personal skills as well as situa-
tional factors. Because of the likely individual variaticn in expertness and its probable
consequences on attainment of advisory objectives, the search for a conception of
proficiency becomes more limited in scope.

Association with counterparts is a long-term matter. T2 most important
changes that advisors seek to make require time extending over large Lortions of the
normal tour of duty as advisor. Not uncommonly, the nature of the conditions which
alvisors seek to charge imvolves disagieements between them and their counterparts.
Thus, onc of the cardinal characteristics of the advisury rote is the abilily to manage the
disagreements i ways that do not lead to a complete ruplure of associatior. with the
counterpart, while simultaneously persisting toward achieving the changes sought. It is in
the nature of the advisory role that attention to these two aspects of the job must be
sustaired over long periods of time. While this is perhaps not a feature that distinguishes
the advisory role from nonadvisory assignments, personnel may be expected to differ in
the expertness of their performance. Additionally, lhere is reason to helieve that the
general level of expettness displayed can be controtled by means of personnel selection
techniques, programs of instruction, and local MAAG orientation programs and manage-
ment practices.
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Conventional authority is limited. A feature of the advisory rcle that has
consequences for the atiainment of MAP objectives is the fact that advisors uormally
have cemmand type responsibilities without command authoiity. Advisors and counter-
parts, while interdependent, are members of different military organizations and usually
are not subject to a comraonly recognized power capable of regulating disagreements

2t ween them.

Because of the existence of two power structures rather than one, the
work of initiating, supporting, implementing, and evaluating changes tends to differ from
the work associated with non-advisory .ssignments where a single chain of command
authority exists. Moreover, the existence of the second power structure, which reflects
sometimes divergent cultural and national interests, and whose informal modes of opera-
tion are different and initially unknown to the advisor, tends to make the advisory role
ambiguous. Because of the uncertainties generated by these circumstances, the advisor
needs information from counterparts that cannot be obtained through exercise of com-
mard authority. It may be assumed that prospective advisory personnel vary in their
abilities to adapt to the conditions of limited command authority and to develop
altemate and compensatory means of achieving their objectives.

Compensatory interperscnal influence is needed. Restricted in their power to
conirol counterparts and events through the social conventions and prerogatives normally
included under the concept of command authority, some advisors tend to open up new
channels of influence. Despite the fact that advisors are usually one or two ranks below
counterparts, the degree to which the relationship remains highly formalized and imper-
sonal tends (at least in Korea) to diminish, perhaps more than would relationships
between American officers equally different in rank. Many advisors tend to personalize
the formal military relationsuip by not limiting their attention to the immediate and
specific requirements of the military problems upon which they must work together. To
compensate for the lack cf command authority, the advisor must develop the relationship
with his counterpart so that the advisor’s part is as consonant with the general welfare
and needs of the counterpart as regulations, policies, and personal preferences allow. This
type of relationship can lead to an increased flow of information, a diminution in the
ambiguities of the assignment, better understanding of what is important to counterparts,
less resistance to recommendations, and possibly less defensive kinds of interactions.

Advisors who succeed in establishing relations to counterparts that promote
their willingness to continue working with advisors are—especially in view of their
different cultural bac«grounds, languages, standards of living, and personal, organijzational,
and national interests—demonstrating a type of skill that is important to the attainment
of MAP objectives.

Advicees are experts. Counterparts are, by virtue of their greater experience
within the host country, more know'edgeable {than advisors with regard io a wide range
of factors against which advisors’ recommendations may be judged. Counterparts can use
their expertness either to promote or to frustrate the 2fforts of advisors depending, in
part, upon the extent to which the advisor recognizes their expertise.

Unusual opportunities are available. Advisory assignments offer opportunities to
experience a variety of satisfactions not usually associated with assignments in the United
States. Counterparts may actively guide, encourage, and promote the advisor’s explora.
tions of his culture and country or exploit his ignorance of it; they may participate with
the advisor in recreational activities or reject invitations. They ran affect the advisor's
sense of fulfillment of his curiosity about the world as much as they can his sense of
having fulfilled his duties to the advisory role.

While each of the preceding eight statements is generally characteristic of the advisor
role, the development of a conception of proficiency requires sorting them into those
that (a) tend to distinguish between advisor end non-advisou roles, (b) isolate features of
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the advisor role that simultaneously affect the achievement of MAP ubjectives and reflect
individual differenccs between personnel in skills, especially those that (c) are amenable
to control by the use of personnel selection precedures. programs of instruction, and
loca) MAAG management practices. Those {.1tures of the advisory role that fulfill these
requirements constitute a definition of proficiency.

In recapitulating the eight points it can be said that:

(1) Advisors probably do not differ greatly fron. non-advisors i the variety of
changes, taken as a group, they seek to accomplish. An exception is that advisors might
seek a greater number of changes that involve the attitudes, motives, and values of
personnel upon whom the work depends.

(2) Advisors probably do not differ greatly from non-advisors with regard to
the variety of obstacles they, as a group, enccunter. An excepticn is the possibly greater
number of obstacles confronting advisors than non-advisors, arising from the fact that
advisors and counterparts less often agree on wha! will be done, or when, how, and how
well it will be done.!

(3) Attainment of basic MAP objectives depends heavily upon the willingness
and abuity of counterparts <aa a¢ isors to reconcile differences, negotiate agreements,
and work cooperatively over substantial periods of time.

(4) Advisors must have the skills required to persist in effecting the changes
they deem esseniial while at the same time avoiding alienating counterparts who may not
fully agree with their judgments.

(6) While differences of opinion, judgment, and value that occur between
members of the same military organization are subject to reconciliation through the
exercise of a higher command authority, the adviscry role differs greatly in this regard.
More often than non-advisors, advisors must be their owr mediators and negotiators of
resolutions and agreements.

(6) Advisors’ success in contributing to the MAP objectives dcpends upon their
ability to recognize ways to personally promote their counterparts’ welfare; ./ithaat that,
counterparts are unlikely to commnicate freely and provide advisor; the informetion
they need to reduce the ambiguity of their role and to plan knowledgeable courses of
action.

Thus, the role of the MAP agvisor requires, to a greater extent than other military
roles, a high lever of skill in managing differences hetween himself and his counterparts.
‘While advisors often cannot ignore differences between what they and counterparts regard
as imporlant or necessary without jeopardizing MAP objectives, they cannot compel
agreements by exercise of command authority. Yet, they cannot s<imply insist upon the
rightness of their own views and the wrongness of their counterparts without the risk of
alienating the person whose cooperation is essential to achieving MAP objectives.

Thus, the fundamental feature of the advisor role is proficiency in managing
differences, either actual or potential, in ways that do not diminish, but rather increase,
the motivation of counterparts to . ontinue communicating to and working with them. In
sho.t, proficient advisors are those who are successful in establishing cohesive relations to
counterparts. If counterparts seek to terminate and can successfully avoid contact with
advisors, advisors simply cannot perform the functions of their role, and cease being
advisors. If the particular changes being sought were of enough importance that they
must be made even though e counterpart will not participate, the advisor begins to
function in a role that is incompatible with the basic objectives of the MAP.

! The comparisons between advisors and non-advisors wilh respect to these fealures are
conjectural—no data bearing on these points exist.




Thus, the conception of proficiency that is most relevant to the advisony role, is
transactional in nature, and is likely to vield equitable comparisor.s between advisors
promises to provide comparisons between both personal and situational factors that
influence the establishment of cohesive relations, and thus the obtaining of information
concerning possible ways of controlling them. The concept must be such that it is
feasible to develop observational procedures for collecting and recording instances of
proficiency. Fundamentally, proficiency is detined in terms of the willingness of advisors
and counterparts to continue working together in the future.

Cohesiveness and Effectiveness

Examination of the cardinal characteristics of the advisor role chows the appro-
priatencss of defining proficiency in terms of the extent to which cohesive relations are
ormed. Further justification for this conception of proficiency is to be found hy
reviewing the kinds of conditicns that influence the formation of cohesive relations, and
the effects that appear ascociate.” with cohesion. To the extent that these conditions and
effects are important to the M AP advisor role, they are properly included in any
conception and measure of proficiency.

McGrath and Altman (3), in their survey of the soci:cl-psychological literature
concerning interpersonal relations in wcrk groups, regard the following statements as
veridical and representative of the findings from numercus studies:

Interpersona: attraction among members of a group seems to be consistently and

positively associated with, and perhaps derived from, member perceptions of
their own and each others® status, power ana attitudes.

To pursue this question furthers, il appears that mutuality of perceptions, with
respect to the situation or tssk and not each other, is associated with member
attraction to one another and to the group. People aie altracted to those who
they think like them, who they think have the same task orientations as they do,
who they are told like them (via any of 2 host of induced congeniality n:anipula-
tions), who they are told to cooperate with rather than compete with, and so
forth. (pp. 60-61)?

Thus the conditions that facilitate or inhibit the development of interpersonally
attractive (cohesive) relations are intrinsic to the advisor-counterpart type of relationship
and, because of different cultural backgrounds, not automatically likely to be mut waily
shared. The adjustments, adaptations, accommodations, and working out of a modus
operandi required to achieve mutuality are likely to involve cognitive and behavioral skills
of interest to those seeking to develop proficiency. Some read~rs may, at this point,
acknowledge the relationships between cohesiveness and the antecedent conditions just
described. Many may also acknowledge that these factors are intrinsic to advisor-
counterpart relations. Some will, however, still question the appropriateness of a defini-
tion of proficiency in terms of cohesiveness. They will ask: What are the consequences of
developing or n-. developing cohesive relations to counterparts? What differences can be
expected?

McGrath and Altman (3) provide a summary answer to a similar question when
they state:

One of the results of high member attraction toward one another or toward the
group is an increased communication rate. People communicate with those they
like, and in doing so they show less oggressiveness and defensiveness, lewer
communication difficulties, and more attentiveness to others. [[talics added.}
Furthermore, positive inlerpersonal rclations in the group are associaled with

2).E. McGrath and 1. Altman. Smol! Group Research: A Synthesis and Critique of the Field, Holt,
Rinehart and Winston, Inc., New York, 1966 (3). This and the fnllowing quotation reprinted with

\l)' ‘mission of the publisher.
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inember perceptions that other members and the group as a whole are
performing well on the task. Thus, at this juncture, the picture indicates .hat
group members are attracted to others who are in desired positions or who have
desired skills, and these favored persons likewis? are attracted to the group; that
individuals like tkose wlho 1k~ them, are attracted to cooperative conditions, and
see congenial groups and their members as doing well on their jobs.
Unfortunately, the sequence ends at this point. The relationshiv betwecen in!ar
pertonal altraction per se a1d performance is quite unclear. Although there have
been few direct tests of this relationship, what data do exist suggest an equivocal
relationship. High member congeniality, cooperativercss, mutuality of liking, and
other similar indicators of hkigh c.hesion do not appear to bear a universally
positive relationship to performance.

Despite the fact that McGrath and Altman felt compelled, on the basis of their
review of experimental results, to concluae that ... indicators of high cohesion do not
appear to bear a universally positive relationship to performance,”” their conclusion should
not be misconstrued to mean that a positive relationship cannot be expected from the
kinds of conditions under which advisors and counterparts interact. One of the singularly
important contributions of Fiedler (4) and his associates is their ability to ccnceptualize
the kinds of conditions under which one might or might not expect to find a posi..ve
relationship between a measure of cohesion and measures of performance.

The basic assuinption of Fiedler’s theory of leadership effectiveness is that it
depends upon the leader’s style of relating to, and the extent to which he can control,
those who po-form the work, and the nature of the work. Each of these dependencies is
equally characteristic of advisor-counterpart relations and thus the relevance of leaderchip
role theory to the development of a conception of advisor proficiency. Often, two
different styles of leadership orientation aye distinguished. Observers have generally
summarized the differences between the tv/o styles in the following kinds of terms:

These clusters have been variously labeled us autocratic, authoritarian, task-
oriented, and initiating on the one hand versus democ:atic, vqualitarian, permis.
sive, group-oriented, and considerate on the other. The leader can eilther take the
responsibility for making decisions and for directing the group members {"*I make
the plans and you carry them out"} or he can, to a greater or lesser extent, share
the decision making and coordinating functions with the members of his group.
He can use the proverbial stick or the equally proverbial carrot for motivating his
members.

One of these is lcaderchip style which is primarily task-oriented, which satisfies

the leader’s need to gain satisfaction from periorming the task. The other is

primarily oriented toward atteining a position of prominence and toward

achieving good interpersonal relations. “n terms of promoting group performance,

our data show that the task-oriented type of leadership style is more effective in

group situations which are eitlier very favorable for the teader or which ere very

unfavorable for the leader. The relationship-oriented Teadership style is more

effective in situat’ons which are intermediate in favorableness. Favorableness of

the situation is here defined as the degree to which the situation enables the

leader to exert influence over his group (4, p. 13)3

Estimates of the power associated with the leader’s position relative to the work

group are obtained by means of a checklist of 18 items (see Appendix A). Items range
over behavinrs such as worker’s reactions to compliments from the leader, his authority
to recommend punishments and rewards, and worker’s respect for his opinions, to his
abilities to complete the task being performed by the work group. When the MAP advisor
role is scored against the items in this checklist, it becomes apparent that advisors have
considerably less than maximum power. The leadership situation is much less favorible to
them than it is, for example, for their colleague who is commanding a U.S. unit where
leadership powers are greater.

3PE. Fiedler. A Theory of Lzodership Effectiveness, McGraw-Hill Book Company, New York,
1967, (4). Reprinted with the permission of the publisher.
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In the ahsence of norms against which to compare advisor groups in terms of their
power, precise comparisors are not possible. Yet, given the apparently large difference
between the probable degree of power possessed by advisors and the theoretically
possible maximum, it is possible to speculate on what this difference means and to draw
some tentative conclusions avout the nature of the advisory role.

In contrast {o leaders in positions of great power, leaders with little power have a
difficult job exerting the influence that is needed to obtain the performance they seek.
Indeed, their power may large'y be spent attempting to establish themselves in a position
of continued isfluence over tue workers. With the possible exception of advisors whom
counterparts clearly regard as controlling the flow of funds, supplies, equipment, and
materiel, advisors tend to occupy positions of relatively little power

Punishment, in the form of adminislering noxious conditions, aimost never exists in
the advisor’s armamentarium. At most, punishment is a means of exerting influence over
counterparts only in the form of withholding or withdrawing conditions desired by
counterparts. The rewards available for advisors to use are also different from, and
perhaps less potent than, those customarily used by unit leaders within the U.S. military.
While it is conceivable that advisors can use the second form of reward, withdrawal of
noxious conditions, the underlying assumption of “friendship betv.een allied nations”
with jealously guarded sovereign rights makes the initial application of noxious conditions
to counterparts unacceptable unless done indirectly in disguised and highly rationatized
form.

In sum, advisors, by virtue of the commodities they can grant, witkhold, or
withdraw from counterparts, have some means by which to exert influence over their
counterparts’ performance. By virtue of their membership in a different organizational
power structure, they (except by invention) have few institutionalized forms of reward
and punizchment with which to exert influence over counterparts. The limited amount of
power available to advisors would tend tc suggest, give.. Fiedler’s general findings
concerning the most effective style of leadership for that condition, {hat advisors adopt a
task-oriented style when relating to connterparts. Other considerations, when examined,
temper that conclusion to an important degree.

Among the factors considered by Fiedler to dictate which style of leadership will be
most effective is the extent to which the tasks thal are to be performed are structured or
unstructured. Task structure is defined, following the approach of Shaw and Blum (5), in
terms of four rcharacteristics of the work: (a) the extent to which decisions are verifiable;
(b) the degree to which the work objectives are clearly wunderstood by the workers;
(c) the different ways in which it is possible to achieve the same objectives; {d} the

-number of different solutions that can all be regarded as correct in some sense. Where o

(or few) choices exist with regard to each of these four task characteristics, the task is
highly structured. Conversely, where therz are many choices the task is highly
unstructured.

In general, at higher levels of miiitary organization the tasks become less ar.d less
structured. This is relevant when assessing the style of leadership most likely to be
effective in the advisor-counterpart type of relationship, because advisors typically find
themselves attempting to assist higher-ranking counterparts whose military positions
involve duties that are even less well structured than those the advisor has coped with in
the past.

Second, advisors and counterparts, because of their heterocultural backgrounds, tead
to interact or coact under conditions of greater ambiguity than typically exist n
interactions with members of their own military organization and culture. They differ
from each other in language, modes of thought, customs, valies, and personal as well as
national interests. These differences inflate the number of choices that are likely o be
considered when attempting to define task objectives, identify the most suitable means,
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evaluate the solutions, and verify the wisdom of the choices selected. Whereas a U.S. unit
commander can often safely ignore differences between himself and his work force by
realistically assuming a high degree of agreement, advisors cannot, without serious conse-
quences, ignore the many more significant differerices that exist between them and their
counterparts. A large part of the work of an advisor consists of achieving agreements with
counterparts that reduce the ambiguity of their relationship and that create task
structures where none initially existed.

Finally, in the absence of a strong, commonly accepted command authority and in
the presence of conflicts of interests, needs, and pricrities between advisors and counter-
parts, agreements are most susceptible to influence by judicious use of quid pro quos.* In
a sense, the world of the advisor and counterpart is based upon a barter type of
economy. The items of exchange may range from such intangibles as giving favored
attention to the personal preferences of counterparts to such tangibles as the host
government agreeing to participate in a particular milit:ry oper:-tion in support of a U.S.
poticy in return for increased funds, supplies, equipment, and so forth.

Because advisors and counterparts are not directly subject to the control of a single
orzanization, cooperation beiween them tends to be more voluntary and less compelled
than it is between them and other members of their own organizations. What induces
cooperation is the optional granting or withholding of services and resources that gives to
these exchanges the status of being “‘favoss.”” Knowing what has to be given in order to
get what is wanted and reaching an accurate estimate of the value a counterpart places
upon the favor requires a degree of familiarity with the counterpart that is hardly ever a
consideration within U.S. military organizations. The acquisition of the required informa-
tion depends upon establishment of relations to counterparts that are marked by more
attentiveness to the preferences of the individual, less defensiveness, less aggressiveness,
and better communication. These characteris'ics are usually those associated with what is
termed *‘cohesiveness.”

If the preceding examination of the relationskip between advisors and cousterparts
is accurate and representative, then the choice of leadership style most likely to be
effective in the adviscr role is somewhat easier to estimate. A need for the considerate,
interpersonal orientation toward counterparts is suggested by the unstructured nature of
advisory tasks, the heterocultural backgrounds against which advisors and counterparts
interact, and the necessity to reconcile differences and reach mutually accepteble agree-
ments. The relatively unfavorable positiocn of advisors, with respect to their control over
counterparts, suggests a more task-oriented style could be mcre effective. Thus, the
analyses of the advisor rule and its relationship to counterparts lead to the conclusion
that a styic of leadership that emphasizes either of the two extremes will probably be less
effective than one that utilizes both approaches, depending upon circumstances. Evidence
supportive of this conclusion was obtained by Nayar, Touzard, and Summers (§) who
report that under conditions of negotliation between American and Indian students,
mediators who were modrrate in their orientation were judged to have been more
effective than those who manifested more extreme styles.

On the other hand, Mitchell and Foa (9) report evidence that indicates that
American ROTC Special Forces students who ook an interpersonal orientation toward
the inb of leading a group of Asian (mostly Thai) students in the accomplishment of a
simulated construction job were more effective than leaders who were primarily task

“An historical and factually detailed account of the need to adopt a quid pro quo policy in
wilitary advisory operations «ppears in United Stales Army in World War I, China-Indio-Burma Thealer,
Stilueli’'s Command Problems (6) and, in the companion volume, TVme Runs Oul .n CB! (1), by C.F.
Romanus and R. Sunderland.
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oriented. In addition to completing the job in siguificantly less time, the interpersonally
criented leaders were judged to have made significantly fewer cultural errors (actions
offensive to Thais) than the task-oriented leaders who had also received special training in
the ways of the Thai culture. Unfortunately, the American students were pre-selected in
order to eliminate all who were neither extremely task- or person-criented leaders, so it is
not possible to compare the results of this study to that of Nayar, et al. (8).

What appears to emerge from these and other studies is the general impression that
Americans who reflect consideration for thcse people upon whom they depend for work
are more likely to accomplish the work than those who reflect concern only with the
work. Since limited evidence suggests that Americans with a mixed style of leadership
might, under some circumstances, succeed in leading their co-workers to higher levels of
perfurmance, the firmest conclusion would seem to be that Americans who are predomii-
nantly task-oriented toward counterparts will be least likely to accomplish their mission.

Thus, the experimental literaturc suggests the appropriateness of conceiving advisor
proficiency in terms of the cohesiveness that is achieved. Perhaps the clearest test of
cohesiveness is to determine the extent to which people who are currently working
together wizh to continue oi discontinue working together. These then were the factors
considered in deciding how to determine and measure proficiency when applied to the
role of the MAP advisor.

What remained to be decided were answers to two basic questions: What principles
and strategy could most likely be converted into a set of procedures for constructing an
instrument capable of registering variations in the proficiency with which advisors
achieved cohesive relations to counterparts? And what cirategy would permit assessments
of the validity of the concept of proficiency and the instrument with which it was being
measured?

VALIDATION OF THE CONCEPT AND MEASURE OF ADVISOR PROFICIENCY

The i1undamertal aim of the proficiency concept adopted in this study was to
suggest a means for comparing individuals on a type of performance judged relevant to
attaining two basic objectives of the MAP. For reasons given previously, it was not ‘he
aim to make direct measurements of the degree to which individuals accomplished those
specific objectives. The fact that an intermediaie conception of proficiency is being used,
one for which it has not been possible to establish direct relations to measurable
characteristics of the ultimate conceptions, requires that the validation of the immediate
conception be accomplished indirectly (see Figure 3).

The validity of the conception of proficiency that was adopted for experimental
study has been argued on the grounds that it was the most feasible one to use, given the
characteristics of the advisor-counterpart type of relationship and results based upon the
laboratory work of others. This seclion is addressed to the question: How can it be
determined empitically whether the means by which this conception of proficiency is
measured is a good substitute for direct observations of the actual performance of
advisors and counterparts?

The general strategy consisted of a search for relationships between characteristics of
individual advisors and counterparts (who, how, what) and their positions with regard to
estimates of proficiency (see Figure 3). Relationships were then exaruined and patterns
sought that could be judged for consistericy with aitainment of the Program’s objectives.
Several different lactics were used to make the comparisons needed for an overall
estimate of the validity of the concept and the assessment device.

One estimate of the device validity vas made by teference to its contents. Validily,
in this sense, depends upon determining the extent to which responses to the items are
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Figure 3

representative of, or are believed to be related to, those acts that are of ultimate concern.
Thus, an effort was made to construct, pretest, and select for inclusion items likely to
discriminate between people who did and did not wish to continue working together. The
items finally selected to form the proficiency measure, therefore, constitute an opera.
tional definition of the extent to which advisors establish cohesive relations to counter-
perts and vice versa. The observance of responses to the items in the checklist is a
substitute for observing what advisors and counterparts would do if they were in reality
offered an opportunity to choose between continuing to work together or terminating
the relationship.

Estimates of the validity of the measurement tool were also obtained by determining
whether empirical relationships existed where logical relationships were expected. These
basic operations define the construct velidity of the device. Estimates of the validity with
which the assessments were measuring cohesiveness were made by testing whether the
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proficiency scores were significantly related to two variables that seemed to be ante-
cedent conditions likely to influence the development of cohesive advisor-counterpart
relations.

Two basic categories of antecedent conditions were examined. First, the personal
traits of advisors and counterparts were examined to determine whether they related to
the estimates of proficiency that were collected (“Who™ 1n Figure 3). Second, informa-
tion concerming “How'' advisors and counterparts enacted their respective roles was
collected (Figure 3). Data collection techmiques suitable to recording advisors’ and
counterparts’ judgments about the possible influence of these conditions on the develop-
ment of cohesiveness were constructed, administered, scored, and tested for relationships
to scores derived from the measure of proficiency.

These particular characteristics of advisors and counterparts were, additionally,
chosen for inclusion in the study because, even if they were found to be unrelated to the
experimental conception of proficiency, the information could still have valuable impli-
2ations for the selection, training, aad management of advisors.

Validity tests of a third type were made by deter.nining what relationships existed
between the proficiency scores and reports conceming a number of characteristics more
directly related to the work activities of advisors and counterparts (“What” in Figure 3).
To the extent that it seems reasonable to view as valid reports from advisors and
counterparts concerning the kinds of work-related activities they engaged in, these tests
for relationships to proficiency scores may be regarded as yielding estimates of the
criterion-related validity of the device. Because of the exploratory nature of the study
and the desirability of wide sampling of the percrptions and judgments of advisors and
counterparts concerning various aspects of their participation in the MAP, specific
hypotheses were not constructed prior to the collection, testing, or interpretation of
these results.

For the most part, the information used to estimate the criterion validity of the
proficiency scores was selected on the assumption that it would help to reach a decision
on how much those scores tended to vary as a function of how different advisors and
counterparts conaicted their work and social relations.

Additionally, types of information were collected from advisors and counterparts for
which there were no indications of relationship to the proficiency scores. Such informa-
tion serves the function—depending upon whether it is related to the scores—of helping to
define the kinds of variables that may influence judgments of proficiency. Just as it is
desirable to attempt to determine the conditions that affect Acveiopment of ~ohesive
relations, so too there is value in attempting to discern those factors that do nov affect
them. These can then be dismissed in any effort to systemalically increase the proficiency
of advisors. The information that was collected to serve this function is essentially of a
biographical nature.

Given the exploratory character of the study and the inabilily to gain a high level of
control over the phenomena being studied, the strategy of collecting multiple types of
data and drawing an overall conclusion on the basis of mulliple tests seemed best suited
to the conditions of the work. The approach is consonant with the m:thodological
dictum that “The most persuasive evidence comes through a triangulation of measvre-
ment processes” (10) and the elaboration on it to the effect that “If a proposition can
survive the onslaught of a series of imperfect measures, with all their irrelevant error,
confidence should be placed on it, [for] once a proposition has been r.onfirmed by two
or more indepencent measurement processes, the uncertainty of ils interpretation is
greatly reduced.”
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RESEARCH PROCEDURES

Translation of the plan into procedures with which to collect data relevant to the
concepts involad and with which to test the propositions began with the development of
several data collection techniques.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE DATA COLLECTION TECHNIQUES

The major focus of attention in this section is upon the -specific details of the
several steps in the development of the technique by which estimates of advisor-
counterpari proficiency were obtainad.

Measuring Job Characteristics and Counterpart Participation

The purpose of the Advisors’ Task Objectives Questionnaire (ATOQ) was to give
advisors an opportunity to record certain characteristics of themselves and the work in
which they were engaged. That information was needed to determine which, if any,
biographical characteristics and work features might appear to influence estimates of
proficiency. An earlier version of this questionnaire had been administered to a sample
who, in 1965, were serving as advisors to counterparts in the Republic of China Army.5

The items making up the ATOQ® covered three general types of content. Bio-
graphical information concerning the advisor’s age, rank, time in present assignment,
previous advisory assignments and so forth were collected. Job information, especially the
most important change that he had sought to effect through a particular counterpart and
the kinds of obstacles he had encountered, was collected. These items included tiine
taken to effect the change, the effects of the obstacles on accomplishment of the
changes, the advisor's judgment about who held cerfain responsibilities and estimates of
time spent with the cornterpart. Information concerning the advisor’s perception of the
counterpart’s participation in the work defined the third content area, and included the
advisor’s judgment about the proportion of the work done by the counterpart to
accomplish the changes, the counterpart’s qualifications to participate in the work, and
his effectiveness.

The format of the ATOQ consisted largely of multiple choice items with instructions
to the advisor to select the most appropriate allernative. However, in order to stimulate
his thinking about the most important change th-% he had sought to make, the obstacles
that he had encountered, and the characteristics of the principal counterpart with whom
and through whom he was working, he was first asked to write a statement describing the
changes and obstacles. He then used a prepared classification system to code the
information he had recorded.

Scoring of the ATOQ was done on a single item basis; no total score was computed.
Most of the items were scored to provide an estimate of central tendency. Means,
medians, and frequency distributions were most often used, although a number of

5For presentation of those results the reader is referred to HumRRO TR 655 (11).

®The present report uses gelected porticns of the dala obtained from the ATORQ for analytical
purposes, For a normalive description of advisors who completed the ATOQ on the basis of their work
in Korea, see the first report in the MAP series, HumRRO TR 69-15 (1).
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inferential statistical tests were performed to make comparisons between information
obtained from two items. Thus, the information collected by means of the ATOQ was
primarily intended to establish a normative description of the work-related characteristics
of the advisory role. ATOQ information used in this report is analyzed only to determine
what characteristics of the work may appear related to proficiency.

Measuring Interpersonal Attraction

The purpose of the co-worker personal trait preference ratings was to obtain
measures of interpersonal attraction and to identify similarities and differences between
advisors and counterparis with regard to the personal traits they used to discriminate
between co-workers with whom they did or did not orefer te work. Those comparisons
ere described and the results presented in the second report of the MAP 1I series (2). The
immediate relevance of measures of interpersonal attraction to assessing the validitv cf
the experimental device with which to obtain assessments of proficiency has been
described in the section outlining the research plan. The present report uses both
currently interacting advisors’ and counterparts’ descriptions of one another on the trait
scales and those descriptions relative to their ccnceptions of most- and least-preferred
co-workers. Tests are performed to determine whether proficiency scores are related to
variations in these characteristics.

This data collection device consists of 40 pairs of bipolar adjectives that are
deccriptive of persons. A majority of the pairs selected for inclusion in the device were
obtained through administration to a pilot sample of advisors and counterparts of a set of
incomplete sentences. Advisors received incomplete sentences in which a *‘counterpart”
was the subject to be qualified by completing the sentence. Counterparts received
sentences requiring them to add qualifiers to the concept of *‘an advisor.” From the total
pool of qualifiers thus collected, those that occurmred most oftrn were selected; some
traits occurring less frequently were included to expand the range of characteristics
covered. The final list of pairs of traits was augmented by means of selecting trait pairs
commonly used in studies of interpersonal perception as conducted and reported by
other researchers.

The format used to collect descriptions of the personal traits of co-workers is the
one commonly used by Osgood et al. (12). It consists of a seven-point scale, each end of
which is defined by one member of the bipolar set of adjectives. The respondent
indicates the extent to which the person being rated displays the trait by .arying the
location along the scale where he places an X.

Each advisor selected the one counterpart with whom and through whom he worked
to accomplish the most important change he sought to make, and described him in terms
of the 40 trait scales. Each counterpart who had been described was, in tum, requested
to describe that advisor in terms of the 40 trail scales that had been translated into
Korean. Additionally, each advisor and counterpart described by means of the scales
persons whom they had known who fell into each nof ihe following four categories:
“inost-prefarred  American,” ‘‘most-preferred Korean,” ‘‘least-preferred American,” and
“least-preferred Korean."

Comparisons were made between the mean individual trait scale ratings advisors and
counterparts assigned to each other and to the four types of co-worker concepts.
Comparisons were also drawn between the factor analytic dimensions that emerged from
the ratings of advisors and counterparts. Thcse results appear in the second report in the
MAEP II series (2). The present study is limited to testing these data for relationships to
the proficiency scores collected.
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Measuring Critical Role Behaviors

The purpose of the Critical Role Behaviors Inventories was to identify specific
behaviors, normally occurring while performing advisor and counterpart duties, that were
judged by advisors and/or counterparts to be critically important to the fulfillment of
their respective roles. Information obtained by ineans of the inventories is analyzed in
this report to determine whether variations in fulfillment of advisors’ and coun‘erparts’
conceptions of each other’s roles appears to influence scores from the experimental
measure of proficiency.

Two behavioral inventories were constructed. One, the Counterpart Behavioral Inven-
tory (CBI), consists of 67 items descriptive of behaviors of counterparts observed and
reported by advisors. The other, the Advisor Behiavioral Inventory (ABI), consists of 124
behaviors of advisors observed and reported by counterparts. These descriptions were
obtained through interviews with advisors and counterparts in which each was asked:
“Please think back over the experiences with your present KMAG advisor [or present
counterpart] and let me ask you some questions about them. First, try to recell a time
when you felt that your present advisor [counierpart] behaved in a way which you
thought was highly coramendable. Try to remember the circumstances under which it
happened and explain what it was about the advisor [counterpart] that impressed you so
favorably.”

After this question had been answered, a parallel question was asked which differed
from the first only in that ‘‘unfavorable impression™ was substituted for ‘‘favorable
impression” and ‘“‘commendable.” Statements illustrative of the contents of the
inventories are:

My advisor has nonconcurred with ROKA plans and requests.

My advisor has tried to find out what I or my superior‘needed and then has done
his best to obtain whatever was needed.

My counterpart has failed Lo inform me of condilions about which I expected to
be informed.

My counterpart has voluntarily taken actions that go beyond routine procedures,
when those have proven inadequate, in order to accomplish his mission.

From the entire pool of statements, redundant descriptions were eliminated and the
remainder put into inventory format. The format required advisors to compare the
behavior of a particular counterpart (the one with and througk whom they had kcen
working to effect the changes they sought) to those behaviors described in the inventory
and to indicate (a) how often the counterpart behaved as described in the item, (b) how
often the advisor thought this behavior should occur, and (c) how important he thought
the behavior to be. Counterparts then made the comparison for the specific advisor who
had previous'y described tham. Comparisons were made by means of the 124 descriptiuns
of behaviors that appeared in the invenlory of advisor behaviors, with the same three
judgments made about each item.

Scores frotn individual item tabulations are de.cribed and discussed in the second
report in the MAP 1I (2) series. For the purpose of this report a different scoring
procedure was adopted to determine relationships between advisors’ and counterparts’
judgments concerning the adequacy of each other’s rolc enactments and their estimates of
overall proficiency.

Total scores, based upon all responses to all items in the respective inventories, were
computed for each advisor and each counterpart. Indivicual responses to each item wcie
compared o determine whether the rater was indicating that the person being ju-lged
should, in his opinion, display the kind of behavior described by the item worc often or
less often, or need make no change. The frequency with which each of these three
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outcomes occurred for each rater was then converted {o percentage of total items
completed. The percentage of ‘‘no change’ responses is interpreted as un estimate of the
rater’s satisfaction with his advisor’s or counterpart’s role performance, while “more
often*’ and ‘‘less often® are interpreted as estimates of dissaiisfaction.

Measuring Proficiency: An Experimental Measure of Cohesiveness

The purpose of the data collection device described bere was to obtain observations
intended to satisfy the aims set forth in the e:rlier section on the development of a
rationale for an approach to assessing the proficiency with which advisors and counter-
parts interacted. Esseniially this required the construction of a technique with which to
nbtain responses from advisors and counterparts that would permit identifying and
quantifying individual differences between them with regard to their wiliingness to
continue to work together. Ease of administrativn and scoring recomimended the use of a
paper-and-pencil format. Two forms were constructed, one fci advisors’ reactions to
counterparts and the other for counterparts’ reactions to advisors. The scores obtained
from the device were referred to as an estimale of Proficient Advisor-Counterpart
Transactions, and called “PACT’ scores. (PACT forms are presented in Appendix B.)

Development of Item Content

The basic strategy in developing the PACT was to conceive of situations in
which an advisor (or counterpart) could make a choice that would have implications for
the continuance or termination of their relationship. Three specifications served to
discriminate between item contents that might or might not accomplish this aim:

First, it was desirable that the items represent a sampling of the types of
situations that advisors &nd counterparts would consider it reasonable to expect in advisor
and counterpart roles. Thus, one item states, “If I met my present counterpart’s superior
officer, 1 would find it difficult to say anything good about my counterpart.” To the
extent that this specification was achieved, the PACT scores should be interpreted as
reflecting reactions to a relatively specific set of situations, a specific individuai, and not
generalized beyond them.

Second, the item content was litnited to declarative statements descriptive
of ways in which an advisor (or counterp:rt) would react to the situation. Respondents
were forced, by means of dichotomous responre alternatives provided (agree-disagree), to
make a choice. By rontrolling the content of the items, whether reflecting a favorable or
unfavorable predisposition toward the counterpart (or advisor in the counterpart form), a
basis is formed from which to make inferences concerning the willingness of advisors and
counterparts to continue working together.

Third, an attempt was made to write ilems that sampled a range of
expressions of approval and disapproval from which inferences concerning their willing.
ness to work together could be made. Illustrative of a possibly mild degree of disapproval
is the item, ““I have met some counterparts with who': I would much more prefer to
work than my present counterpart,”” while a stronger expression of disapproval might be
iliustrated by the item, *'I will feel very relieved if my present counterpart is transferred
to a position to which I wil! not serve as his advisor.” By varying the levels of approval
stated in the items, it was hoped to detect more differences between individual advisors
and counterparts and thereby increase the variance to be related to the scorer derived
from the measures of role performance, trait preferences, and work-related characteristics.

Additionally, it was judged desirable to anticipat. and attempt to control,
through counterbalancing, the effects of possible response sets. Thus, an original pool of
items was written to include slalements of willingness and of unwillingness to continue
working together. Second, the response alternatives (agree-disagree) were systematically
Q
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varied so that agreements witk items did not inveriably imply a willingness 1or disagree-
me:iit always imply a lack of willingness. The objectiive of the counterbalancing was to
minimize the possible contribution of response sets to the totai scores computed. To
achieve a maximum toidl score, respondents had to endorse the negatively phrased items
with disagreements and the affirmatively phrased items with agreements. The opposite
relations would be required to earn a minimum score.

Pre-Testing and Selection of Itemns

A poo! of 40 candidate items, suitable for administration to advisors, were
written and, with adjustments to make them appropriate for administration to counter-
parts, translated into Korean. Samples of approximately 30 advisors and 30 ROKA
personazl who had had experience with advicors were administered the respective PACT
forms with instructions to mentally identify either an advisor, in the case of counterparts,
or a counterpart, in the case of advisors, with whom they either liked or disliked
working. They then were requested to respond to each of the 40 items on the basis of
how they would have reacted to that person with regard to the choices demanded by the
items. For each item, a two-by-two contingency table was set up and the power of the
item to discriminate significantly between the liked and disliked co-workers tested by
means of Fisher’s Exact Test. Items failing to discriminate at the 5% level of significance
were rejected and, from the remainder, 20 items were selected that appeared to best
satisfy the specifications.

DATA SOURCE

Copies of each of the several questionnaire material; were distributed, in the summer
and falt of 1966, to approximately 70% of the Army personnel assigned to the i”orea
Military Assistance Group {(KMAG) who were functioning as advisors to counterparts in
the Repubtic of Korea Army.

Operational Context

KMAG is a major subordinate command of the Eighth United States Army, and its
organization parallels that of the Republic of Korea Army (ROKA). The Chief of Staff
and principal personnel within ROKA headquarters are advised by the Chief, KMA7J, and
his general and special staffs. By means of permanent detachments, KMAG’s advisory
functions are extended to include the headquarters and elements subordinate to both the
First and Second Republic of Korea armies.

The mission of KMAG personnel is to advise and insauct ROKA on operations,
tactical and technical training, supply, organization, and administration; advise the Chief
of Staff, ROKA, on matters pertaining to programiiig and budgeting for U.S. military aid
on the ROKA local currency budget; supervise the receipi, storage, distribution, mainte.
nunce, evacuation, and salvage of materiel and equipment delivered to ROKA under the
Military Assistance Program; verify within cepability proper utilization of military aid
furnished by the United States to ROKA in the form of supplies, materials, and
equipment; program for material to be furnished ROKA through the MAP, and maintain
necessary records; advise the Commanding General, Eighth U.S. Army, and Chief of Staff,
ROKA, and subordinate elements directly under the operatici.al conirol of Eighth U.S.
Army Headquariers, in matters affecting implementation of orders and directives of the
Commanding General, Eighth U.S. Army and in matters perlaining to operaticnal respon-
sibilities for which the Commanding General, Eighth U.S. Army, is charged.”

TA more detailed description of the organization of KMAG wnd its relationship to ROKA may be
found in Country Study: Pcpubdlic of Korea (13).
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Szlection of the Samples

An intial sample of advisors was chosen by selecting every third name in the roster
of KMAG officer personnel. Because of an unexpected high rate of early reassignments,
plus the normal turnover of personnel and depsrtures fium the Command, a second
sample was chosen by commencing at ~ different point in the roster and proceeding
through it.

The selection of counterparts for inclusion in the survey was accomplished by means
of information supplied by advisors. They were requested, as part of their completion of
the ATOQ, te identify the rame, rank, position, and address of the one counterpart with
whom and through whom they had worked in an effort to accomplish the single most
important set of changes sought thrcugh advisory means. Because of the dispatch of
ROKA forces to South Vietnam during this period an unexpected attrition in the sample
occurred. Unlike the results described in earlier reports, where some questions of interest
could be answered on the basis of infurmation provided by unpaired samples of advisors
and counterparts, the present report is liruived to the analysis and discussion of observa-
tions collected fiom 61 identifiable pairs of advisors and counterparts. Thus, the size of
the samples of observations upon which this report is based is approximately one-half of
those upon which earlier reports were based.

In all cases, directives and command letters accompanied the questionnaire materials
which were delivered from and returned to the U.S. Army Research Unit, Korea, by
means of the Military Advisory Group postal system and the ROKA Army Message
Center. Participants in the study, both advisors and counterparts, were assurced in writing
that their perscnal identity vsould not be associated with any public record of the results.

Biographical Characteristics

The samples of advisors and counterparts who provided the information are
compared with respect to age and rank in Table 1. Advisors and counterparts proved to
be quite similar in age distribution. The average advisor was 41 years old, his counterpart
38, at the time of the study. The average advisor hel 1 the rank of Major, the average
counterpart the rank nf Colonel.

Tabte 1

Age and Rank of
Advisors and Counterparts

Advisors Counterpart.,
Characterislics N =5l N =5l
Mean kil \1(‘.’1!11 sD
Age il 8 KL 1
Rank MA] COlLL COl. MG
crT crr

Fifty percent of the advisors reported having completed 13 or more months of their
present tour with KMAG (Table 2). For a majority of the advizors their present tour in
Korea was their first assignment that involved advising foreign military personnel. Only
10% of the advisors reported having had one or more previous MAP advisory assignments.
About 20% of the respondents indicated that they had had duties that included advising
foreign military personnel, but these assiznments were not implementations of the
Military Assistance Program. For advisois who did report having had previous assignments

O
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Table 2

Military Azsistance Program Enx, erience Indicators

Experience Indicators

Advisors Counterparts

Mean ] 8D | Mean Lsn

Months in KMAG {Current tour)?

Months spent with foreign
nationals®

Duty time advisingd

Revorting prior MAP experiencef

Reporting prior non-MAP
advisory expericnce®

Total number previous advisorsh

13 7

31 27 34c 33
70% 23 10%* 9
10%

20%

11 10

Questionnaire Scource:
2ATOQ 7a (N = 51)
bATOQ 10 (N = 15)
SABI-V-10 (N = 46)
JATOQ 6a (N = 50)

cABI-V-5b (¥ = 40)
1ATOQ 8 (¥ = 50)
BATOQ 9 (¥ = 51)
BABL-V-11 (N = 45)

that involved advising foreign nationals, their estimates of their total length of experience
averag.d about 31 months.
In contrast, all of the counterparts reported having had American advisors assigned
to them, with the average counterpart reporting having worked with 2bout 11 different
advisors in the past for an average of about 34 months (Table 2). in addition, a majority
of the counterparts who participated in the study reported having been to the United
States (most of them to attend school) where they remained, on the average, for about
10 months (Table 3). Advisors repor.od spending an average of about 70% of their time
on MAP matters (Table 2). In contrast, none of the counterparts reported spending more
than 50% of their tirae meetling with KMAG advisors. Counterparts, on the average,
reported spending about 8% of their duty time on MAP-related activities.

Tabte 3

Time Spent by Counterparts in the United States

Percent Months -
Question N Question N —
Yes No Mean l D
ilave you ever spent Number of months
any tire in the spent in the
United States? United States.
(ABI-V-6) 17 87 13 FABI-V-7) 41 10 7

Have you ever
studied at an
American military
ot civilian school
in the United

States? {ABi-V-8) 41 88 12

Hlow many months
did you attend
school ia the
United States?
(ABI-V.9} 10 12 16
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STATISTICAL TREATMENT OF THE DATA

Answers to two basic kinds of questions were obtained by application of a variety
of statistical techniques to the data. The first set of questions concerned the reliability of
the PACT scores obtained from advisors and counterparts. Since the specifications
followed in the construction of PACT items and the pilot testing conducted to select
items were directed toward achieving a homogeneous measure of cohesiveness, the
reliabilities of the adviser and counterpart forms were computed by means of Hoyt’s
estimate of internal corsistency as obtained from analysis of variance (14).

Once it was deter nined that the PACT scores were highly reliable, the reliabilities of
the other sources of data were not tested. Thus, to the extent thut significant relation-
ships between these other data and the PACT scores ware found, a basis for assuming a
significant degree of reliability for the remaining measures was established. Where signifi-
cant relationships between PACT scores and the other instruments did not materialize,
the absence of relationship- cannot be interpreted because of the possibility it is due to a
lack of reliability in the second set of scores.

The second general set of questions were all concerned with attempts to achieve an
overall estimate of the validity ./ the PACT scores. The several types of validity
previously outlined were estimated by 1neans of several statisticz]l techniques. The content
validity of the PACT scores was judged by separately factor analyzing the intercor-
relations hotween the 20 items within each PACT form. Individual’s factor scores were
computed and correlated with their total PACT scores to identify those factors con-
tributing most to the total scores. The construct validity of the PACT scores was tested
by factor analyzing the Interpersonal Atiraciion scores, computing factor scores and
correlating them with total PACT scores. Separate factor analyses were performed on
data obtained from advisors and counterparts and the pair of factor solutions compared
by means of the formula for measuring the degree of factorial similarity (15). Corre-
laticns between individual trait scales and the PACT scores are also reported.

Construct validity was also tested by means of computing product-moment corre-
lations between individual tctal PACT scores and the three subtotal scores, previously
described, based upon advisors’ and counterparts’ expressions of satisfaction concerning
the ways in which the 1espective roles had been enacted. Finally, criterion validity was
estimated by reans of numerous tests of the significance of differences between mean
PACT scores that resulted when the PACT scores were classified according to known
differences between advisors and counterparts concerning various characteristics of their
work objectives and interaction characteristics.

Criterion validity, as used here, is estimated by determining the capacity of the
PACT scores to reffect differences between advisors and counterparts with respect to job
characteristics thought to be related to the achievemnent of one or both of the basic
objectives of the MAP. Unlike the validity estimates based upon predictions from
consideration of relationships between cohesiveness, interpersonal attraction, and critical
role behaviors, the estimates of criterion validity are more in the nature of a search for
possible relations than a test of predicted relations.
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RESULTS

RELIABILITY OF PACT SCORES

Frequency distributions of the PACT scores given by the paired samples of advisors

and counterparts are shown in Table 4. Each distribution is highly skewed toward
maximum scores, although the distribution of counterpart scores is much less skewed
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Table 4
PACT Score Frequency Distributions?

Pajred Samples
PACT Score '{\fe";‘ss?{)s Co(u;l:lspla)rls
! kercent f [Percem
20 25 49 14 27
19 10 20 6 12
ig 4 8 9 18
17 3 6 9 18
16 2 4 4 8
15 0 0
14 0 0
13 ! 2 1 2
12 1 2 1 4
11 0 0
8 0 1 2
7 0 0
5 2 4 0
5 0 1 2
3 1 2 1 2
K 0 2 4
0 0 ] 2
Mean 17.5 16.2
Standard
Deviation 3.9 53

*Frequency distributions of PACT scotes
given by alt respondents (paired plus unpaited
samplcs are located in Appendix C).
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than those given by advisors. Consequently, the average advisor scores (means and
medians) are higher than those obtained from counterparts. Since advisors and counter-
parts received different items it is inappropriate to conclude, solely on the basis of these
distributions, that they expressed different degrees of cohesiveness.

The present distributions suggest that, in its present stage of development and form,
the measure tends only to separate the very highly cohesive from the very non-cohesive,
with the former apparently outnumbering the latier to a great extent. A possible
inference from the appearance of a small percentage of extremely low scores from both
advisors and counterparts is that some members of both groups are sufficiently dis-
satisfied with each other that the opporiunity to record those feelings was taken despite
possible conflict with cultural values, imagined risks, and repercussions.

These characteristics of the distributons of PACT scores, especially the relatively
small proportion of low scores, should be considered when attempting to interpret the
comparisons and tests made throughout the remainder of the report

Before attempting to interpret the meaning of the PACT scores, it is essential to
estimate their reliabilities. Analysis of variance estimates, based upon the small sumples of
only the paired groups, are shown in Tables b and 6. Both tes:s yield high and nearly
identical coefficients indicative of substantial internal consistency of the items. Thus,
where subsequent tests of the validity of the PACT scores fail to yield significant
relationships, the failures cannot be ascribed to lack of reliability inherent to the PACT

Table &

Reliability of PACT Scores Counterparts
Gave to Advisors

Suurce f df l \s [ F

Between Subjects 50 1.38 18.24
Between ltems 19 .77 10.16
Residual 950 .08

‘I'atal 1019

Reiiability = .95

Tabl2 6

Reliability of PACT Scores Advisors
Gave to Counterparts

Soutce I df [ \S L F

Between Subjects "0 1.04 19.6%
Between Items 19 .26 6.71
Resideal 950 05

Total 1019

Leliability = .95
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scores. Whether the two coefficients can be interpreted as representing equal degre-s of
similarity between the contents of the two forms of the PACT is a question that the
present test does not answer; that assessment requires a different statistical procedure.

RECIPROCATION OF PACT SCORES

Given the very high reliabilities of the PACT score distributions, it becomes
meaningful to inquire and determine tlie extent to which advisors and counterparts
reciprocate, by means of those scores, similar or different degrees of willingness to
continue working together. That is, du the PACT scores reflect only potential adhesive-
ness or actual cohesiveness?

Examination of the scalterplot based upon the 51 points defined by absolute PACT
score values pairs of advisors and counterparts gave to one another indicates that
reciprocation occurs in about 65% of the cases observed.® Fifty-nine percent of the
advisors who gave PACT scores above the mean of their distribution in turn received
from counterparts PACT scores above the mean of their distribution. Six percent of the
advisors who gave PACT scores below the mean of their distribution in turn received
from counterparts PACT scores below the mean of their distribution. The remaining 35%
of the cases were not reciprocated, when reciprocation is defined in terms of pairs of
PACT scores both being above or below the mean score for the respective distributions.
Almost identical results are obtained when the median, rather than the mean, is used as a
cutting point. About 20% of the advisors gave above-average PACT scores to their
counterperts, but received below-average PACT scores from them. About 15% of the
counterparts gave above-average PACT scores to their advisors, but received below-average
scores from them. The degree to which high scores given were not reciprocated is,
therefore, quite similar between advisors and counterparts. Thus, nearly two-thirds of the
cases studied indicate that the PACT mecthod does roughly measure cohesiveness, while
the remaining one-third indicate that it measures only a unilateral potential for cohesive-
ness.

Because Work Unit MAP Il was a first effort to develop an experimentally useful
conception of and method wilh which to assess proficiency, tests designed to isolate the
factors contributing to or against reciprocation were not performed. Instead, attention
was directed toward estimating the ways in which the PACT scores were or were not
valid indicators of the will'ugness of advisors and counterperts to continue working
together, and the probable 1elations of the scores to the ultimate objectives of the MAP.
However, as a by-product of these tests certain results were obtained that suggest some of
the factors that may influence the extent to which PACT scores ate reciprocated. These
leads are primarily useful as a basis for designing studies aimed at pinpointing the
conditions and characteristics that do and do not affect the degree of reciprocation
achieved.

%A natural gap occurs in both distribulions at the interval defined by scores of 14 and 16. If
reciprocation is defined in terms of pairs of scores being above or below this gap, then the eslimate of
reciprocation changes. Specifically, the percentage of high PACT scores reciprocated increases to about
2%, while the percentage of low scores reciprocated decreases Lo aboul 4%. Necessarily, the percentage
of advisors giving high PACT scores, but receiving low ones, declines to about 14%. Correspondingly, the
percentege of counterparts giving high PACT scores, but receiving 'ow ones, shrinks to about 10%. It
seems reasonable to regard this definilion of reciprocation as yielding an upper estimate and that defined
in terms of the mean or median of the distributions as yielding a lower and more conservative estimate.
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PACT SCORE VALIDITY

This section of the report commences the attempt to appraise the ex‘ent to which
the PACT scores can be regarded as estimates of the willingness of advisors and
counterparts to continue working together. The PACT items are first examired and
compared to assess the similarity of their contents and formal structural characteristics.
Following a characterization of tlie properties of the PACT sceres, tests related to
determining the construct and criterion-related validity of the scores are described.

Content Validity

Two basic questions are relevant to reaching a judgment concerning the content
validity of the PACT scores. First, to what extent do the contents of the items appear to
sample variations in the decision to continue working together and, second, to what
extent are the PACT scores given by advisors to counterparts similar to those given by
counterparts to advisors?

Since the first question can be answered, in part, by subjectively comparing the
items to previously presented information about the advisor and counterpart roles and
the conditions under which they occur, the reader may appraise this aspect of the item
contents for himself. However, wider agreement with regard ioc a conclusion concerning
the content validity of the PACT scores is more likely to be achieved if based upon more
objectively performed comparisons.

The pretest procedure used to select items for inclusion in the final PACT forms
resulted in only 14 of the 20 items being mere translations of each other. Thus 30% of
tte items in the two forms differ in literal characteristics. Whether these literal dif-
ferences introduced fundamentally different contents will be examined. Second, variation
does exist between the two forms with regard to the formal or structural properties of
the items. The counterparts’ form, compared to the advisors’ contained a larger pro-
portion (11 vs. 8) of affirmative items to which an “agree™ response contributed to 2
larger total score. Consequenily, because both forms contained the same number of
items, the advisor form contained a greater proportion of negalively phrased items to
which a ‘“disagreement” response was required to contribute to a larger total score. Thus
if, because of their cifferent backgrounds, counterparts are more acquiescent than
American advisors they should have tended, on the average, to give more favorable
responses to advisors than vice versa. The distributions of scores (Table 7) tend not to
support this interpretation. The differences tend more to support the opposite con-
clusion, assuming that each item contributes equally to the total score. The assumption is
testable and the results that are later described indica*e that these variations have
relatively minor influence upon the total scores.

While the method by which PACT items were constructed and selected was designed
to achieve high internal consistency of content, statistical tests were subsequently per-
formed to assess the extent to which this was accomplished. The tests consisted of
computing intercorrelations (phi coefficients) between the 20 items within each form,
separately factor analyzing the two matrices by means of the Principal Axes Method
followed by rotation of the Varimax rriterion, and computing individua! factor scores.
The extent to which total scores derived from the two PACT forms were reflecting
similar or different factors was estimated by computing the correlation between total
scores with factor scores. The number of rotated factors extracted from the advisor and
counterpart forms together with the cormrelation between each and PACT factor scores are
presented in Table 7. {See Appendix D for complete rotated factor loading matrices.)

Before discussing the results presented in Table 7 the unrotated factor matrix will be
examined for assistance in reaching a conclusion with regard to the homogeneity of the
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Table 7

Content Validity Estimates: Correlations
Between Total PACT Scores and Factor Scores

Advisors Counlerparts
(N =51 (¥ = 51)
Unrotated| Rolaicd 2 Unrotated| Rotated 2
Factor { Variance | Variance 8 (pe r 0 Facter |Variance | Variance r? { r 1)
{percent) | (percent) percen (percent) | (percent} percen
[ 58.1 33.5 .57 33 [ 54.5 21.8 .54 29
11 12.2 23.5 .61 37 | 8.1 10.1 .33 11
n 6.1 10.9 29 8 I 7.2 22.2 .56 31
3% 5.2 83 .28 8 v 6.0 200 .50 25
v 4.5 9.9 .38 14 \% 5.2 6.9 .22 5
Total 86.1 86.1 100 Total 81.0 81.0 101

a; = corrclations between PACT s+ >res and rotated factor scores.

items in the two PACT forms. Several characteristics of the unrotated factor matrix
indicate there is a large general factor in both the advisors’ and the counterparts forms.
First, all 20 items are positively ioaded on the first unrotated factor. The median loading
for the advisor items is .78 with a range from .41 to .92. Within the entite remainder of
the unrotated matrix, a matrix consisting of 180 factor loadings (20 items and nine
remaining factors), only six of the coefficients are above .50. Thus, when judged by
means of the unrotated factor structure it seems clear that almost without exception a
single general factor underlies the items in the advisors’ form of the PACT.

A similar inspection of the counterparis’ unrotated factor matrix again shows that
each of those 20 items is positively loaded on the first factor. The median loading is .76
with a range from .30 to .90. Only two of the items load less than .50 on the first
factor. Again, within the entire remainder of the matrix only six loadings of .50 or
greater are found. When judged by means of these matrices, it seer 5 (lear that the
procedure used to collect and screen items for inclusion in the PACT was successful in
yielding quite homogenieous items. It seetns most probable that the homogeneity observed
reflects the existence of a pervasive factor that is evaluated in contents.

Severzl numerical characteristics of the unrotated PACT factors are worth noting
before proceeding to an interpretation of the rotaeted factor contents. First, if factor
extraction is terminated when the next frctor accounts for less than 5 - of the total
variance, then it appeais that four or five factors exist within ! »'h advisors’ and
counterparts’ forms. Five factors account for about 80% or more of thic totn! variances.
Second, in both forms, the first unrotated factor accounts for more then 50% of the
variance with succeeding factors rapidly falling off with regard to th» poroont of variance
associated with them.

In order to achieve better definition of the structure of these fa ‘ors they were
rotated to the Varimax criterion of simple structure. Parlicular rotated a-tors were then
chosen for closer examination by means of two criteria. First, only ik three rotated
factors that collectively accounted for the largest proportion of the tctd I’ACT factor
score variance were examined; the two advisor and counterpart factors whi h yicld the
lowest correlations with factor scores were excluded. Second, despi'» the fact that the
two forms du not contain completely identical items, indices of factc iial sir .larity were
computed to identify whatever major relations might cxist between the two factor
structures.
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Interrelations Between Advisor
and Counterpart Factors

Figure 4

When the matrix of intercorrelations is examined with regard to the three factors
most highly related to the PACT factor scores, it becomes possible to diagram the
interrelations between the two sets of factors, as shown in Figure 4 (Appendix E contains
the complete matrix of indices of factorial similarity). Thus, examination of the contents
of the forms of the PACT is limited to Factors I, 1I, and V for advisors and to Factors I,
ITI, and IV for counterparts.

While the coefficients’ in Figure 4 provide a guide to the relations between factors,
the items defining each factor provide a more complete understanding of the basis for
these relations. The items loading most highly on each of the rotated factors together
with their respective means, standard deviations, and communalities are presented in
Tables 8 and 9. Since the items were scored dichotomously (agree - disagree}, the means
represent the percentages of advisors and counterparts who endorsed the items. Thus, the
means and standard deviations can b2 used to estimate the degree of agreement among
advisors and counterparts with regard to their feelings and the actions they would take to
terminate or continue working together.

Counterparts® First Rotated Factor

This factor accounts for more than half of the total unrotated variance and
when rotated correlates with counterparts’ total PACT factor scores .54, thus accounting
for slightly less than one-third of the total PACT factor score variance. Six items load on
this factor. These items characterize the advisor co-worker as one who is motivated to
understand and assist ROKA. Two of the items loading on this factor explicitly queried
the counterpart with regard to whether he wished to continue working with the advisor.
Seventy-five percent responded affirmatively to Item 5 while 84% responded affirmatively
to Item. 2. Thus, the content validity of a portion of the total counterpart PACT score
variance appears established. The willingness of counterparts to continue working with
advisors appears largely influenced by counterparts’ estimates of how strongly motivated
the advisor is to understand their circumstances and to give them assistance that will
improve upon them.

)

?Numbers within the circles express the extent to which total raw PACT scores correlate with cach
factor. Numbers between the arrows indicate the degree to which pairs of factors are similar.
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Table 8

Counterparts’ PACT Scores: Rotated Factor Structure

Factor

[tems (characteristics of current adviso:) (21[8%) (p:‘re(‘i:t) (pcfg:‘m) A2
20 My present advisor has shown a strong desire to
understand conditions in ROKA. .86 81 35 .80
14 My present advisor scems to be genuinely
interested in giving assistance to RONA. .79 &8 i3 .79
13 My present advisor has tried very hard to {ind
ways of improving ROKA. T 82 38 .85
11 The advisor with whom I now work has made
significant contributions to strergthening and
improving ROKA. .68 80 40 .76
5 1 would like my present advisor 1o extend his
tour in Korea so that I could continue to work
with him. .57 75 41 73
2 If my preseni advisor had a choice between
continuing to work with me and changing to
work with a different counterpart in ROKA, I
would prefer that he continue to work with me. 54 84 37 .76
Factlor Vea 0
ltems (cutrent adviser compared to others) I (pere ° ) [{pere e
(10, 1) | (pereent percent)
16 1have had advisars in the past who were much
better than the advisor with whom I currently
work. .93 19 50 91
18 The advisor with whom [ now work is the best
advisor I have ever had. .90 19 50 9%
Factor . .
{tems {hypothctical future relations) i e a‘n ( s 2
(22.25) |'Pereent) | (percent)
6 If my present advisor ever rcturas Lo Korea for
another tour of duty. [ hope o have him as my
advisor again. .82 86 35 92
7 If my present advisor ever returns to Korea for
another tour of duty, [ hope he would not be my
advisor again. 82 B6 35 92
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Table 8 (Continued)

Counterparts’ PACT Scores: Rotated Factor Structure

Factor Mean sh 2
items (hypothetical future relations) (Continued) l (22112|r) (p;-rccm) (pc;crnl) A
S 1
15 If all KMAG advisors were like my present
advisor, the MAP wonld be much more helpful
to ROKA. .82 86 35 .92
8 [IfI were going to be reassigned and thought my
present advisor was competent to advise me in
my new assignment, [ would like to have him
reassigned so that he could eontinue to work
with me. 71 B2 38 .57
. (negative evaluati Faoom | Mean SD W
lems (negative evalyations) (20.0%) {percentd | {percent)
4 I I thought that a frank discussion with his
U.S. superiors would enable me to get rid of
my present advisor, | would do it. 76 90 30 .78
9 If I met my present advisoi’s superior officer
I would try 1o give him the impression that my
present advisor is being very helpful. 72 92 27 37
19 ROKA would be better off if my present
advisor were not in KMAG. 12 83 33 .79
12 ROKA has not beaefited [rom any of the work
of my present advisor. 63 90 30 91
1 If I met my present advisor’s superior olficer
I would find it difficult to say anything good
about my advisor. .6) 81 37 6
17 The advisor with whom | now work is the worst
advisor | have ever had. 61 20 30 65
10 If my present advisor’s tour in Korea was
extended for some reason, | would be unhappy
about continuing to work with him. .60 81 37 72
Faclor .
ltems v ( .\Tt"an ( sb it
16.0%) percent} {{percent)
3 If a good friend had a choice of assignments,
I would not recommend my assignment if he
would have to work with my present advisor. .93 6% 17 89

O
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Tablz 9

Advisors’” PACT Scores: Rotatad Factor Structure

ltems {(negative evaluatior!

Faclor

1
(33.5%)

Mean
{percent)

sD
tpercent)

hl

4 If 1 thought that a frank discussion with his ROKA
supervisors would enable me to get rid of my
present counterpart, I would do it.

7 1f I ever return to Korea §=r another tour of duty in
KMAG, I hope that I would not have to work with

my present counterpart again.

10 If my present counterpart is not rotated soon to a
different position, ] will be unhappy about
continuing to work with him.

18 [ hope that I never have to work with ancther
counterpart who is like the one with whom ]
now work.

3 1f a good friend had a choice of assignments, |
would not recommend my assignment if he would
have to work with my present counterpart.

2 If my present counterpart had a choice, I would
prefer that he choose to work with a different
advisor.

19 I will feel very relieved if my present counter-
part is transferred to a position to which 1 will
not serve as an advisor.

1 If [ met my present counterpart’s superior officer,
[ would find it difficult to say dn)lhlr‘g good
about my counterpart.

94

R}

91

94

.81

74

74

.65

94

91

9}

94

96

92

98

24

24

24

20

27

14

Ttems

Factor
1
{23.5%)

Mcan
(percent)

sh
(pereent)

.98

.98

.98

.98

94

91

.88

’11

9 I I met my present counterpart’s superior officer,
1 would try to give him the impression that my
counterpart is being very helpful.

16 [f I return 1o Korea in the future as a KMAG
advisor, | would expect to be working with a
counteipart who is much better than my present
counterpart.

14 My present counterparl seems to be genuinely
interested in cooperating with KMAG.

15 M all ROKA counterparts were like my present
counterpart, the MAP would be much more
helpful to the United States.

.80

88

81

86

80

33

37

68

.90

.83

fLontinved)
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Tabte 9 (Continued)}
Advisors’ PACT Scores: Rotated Factor Structure

Factor .
) Meun Sh 2
Hens fContinued) (231-;%) (percent) | (percent) k
6 I I ever return to Korea for ancther tour of duty,
[ hope to be able to work with my present
counterpart again. .6¢ 82 38 .78
5 [ would like my present counterpart to remain in
his presenl assignment so that | can continue
to work with him. 61 90 3¢ 92
13 My present counterpart has tried very hard to
find ways of improving ROKA. .60 84 37 .79
8 If my present counterpart had a choice between
continuing to werk with me and changing to
work with a different advisor in KMAG, [ would
prefer that he continue to work with me. .53 92 27 .93
Factor
p Mean sD 7
Items (l(;_['gl%) {percent) L(perr(‘nl} A
12 ROXA has not benefited from any of the work
of my present counterpart. 92 96 20 .96
8 M my present counterpart had a rhoice between
continuing to work with me and changing to
work with a different advisor in KMAG, T would
prefer that he continue to work with me. 54 92 27 .93
Factor .
hems v { itl:i:l) { r:llnl) At
@3 | R

17 1 would not inconvenience myself to continue

working with my present counterpart. .78 70 17 a7
13 My counterpart has tried very hard to find ways
of improving ROKA. .52 81 37 .79

Factor |y 0 N

. 2
ltems (g‘gf*) {percent) | (percent) A
. <

11 The counterpart with whom | now work has

made signilicant contributions in strengthening

and improving ROKA. 69 8 12 70
20 1 have met some countezparts with whom |

thought F would much more prefer to work than

my present counterpart. 07 71 16 61
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Advisors’ First Rotated Factor

This unrotated factor accounts for more than one-half of the total variance
factored and when rotated correlates with advisors’ total PACT factor scores .57, thus
accounting for one-third of the total factor score vaiiance. Eight iteins clearly define the
rotated factor, and are descriptive of actions that would lead to termination of work
relations with the counterpart. Typical of these items is the following: “If I thought that
a frank discussion with his ROKA superiors would enable me to get rid of my present
counterpart, I would de it.”” Between 92% and 98% of advisors disagreed with the items
defining Factor I. Thus, while the advisors’ first rotated factor differs from the counter-
parts’ with regard to directionality of contents, their overwhelming rejection of the
actions described by the items seems sufficient avidence with which to establish the
content validity of the advisors’ major PACT factor. The index of faciorial similarity
between these first factors is .60.

Counterparts’ Third Rotated Factor

While the counterparts’ third factor accounts for relatively little of the
unrotated variance, when rotated it increases to 22% and then accounts for nearly
one-third of the total PACT factor score variance. Three of the six items loading on this
factor characterize the advisor as one who has contributed nothing of significance to
ROKA. FEighty-six percent or more of the cour.terparts disagreed with these items. Three
of the items loading on this factor explicitly inquire about the counterpart’s attitude
toward resuming work with the advisor in the future, or maintaining the present
relationship. Seventy-five percent or more of the counterparts responded affirmatively to
the idea of perpetuating the work relationship. The third counterpart factor appears to
differ from the first primarily in terms of its mixture of posilive and negative items and
in items concerning attitudes toward more future-oriented work relations. Despite these
variations, the two factors appear to represent only somewhat different approaches to
assessing their willingness to work together.

édvisors‘ Second Rotated Factor

This factor, which accounts for about 12% of the unrotated variance, when
rotated accounts for about twice as much variance and correlates more highly *vith PACT
factor scores than any other factor. In conirast to the advisors' first factor, this one is
composed of items that (with the possible exception of Item 16), express complimentary
attitudes toward the counterpart and desire to contirue working with him. Ia general, the
items loading most highly on this factor characterize the counterpart as one who is
interested in cooperating with KMAG, who is attempting to improve ROKA, and with
whom the edvisor would willingly relate in the future. Eighty-two percent of the advisors
agreed that, “'If 1 ever return to Korea for another tour of duty, I hope to be able to
work with my present counterpart again.” This factor is related to each of the three
major counterpart factors (see Figure 4).

Counterparts’ Fourth Rotated Factor

This factor, whici: accounts for about 6% of the unrotated variance, when
rotated increases to 22% and correlates with counterparts’ PACT factor scores only
somewhat less than the two preceding factors. It is similar to both the first and sccond
advisors’ factors. The seven items loading most highly on this factor a-e similar in that all
are rather strongly uncomplimentary to the advisor and descriptive of actions that would
result in the dissolution of the relationship to the advisor. Eighty-four percent or more of
the counterparts rejected these statements as being true of their attitudes toward advisors.

ERIC
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Only 10% of the counterparts agreed that, “The advisor with whom I now work is the
worst advisor I have ever had.” This factor is related to both the first and second advisor
factors.

Advisors’ Fifth Rotated Factor

Identification and inclusion of a fifth advisor factor as a possible influence
upon advisors’ total PACT scores may be queslioned by several of its characteristics.
First, since it accounts for only 4.5% of the total unrotated variance factored, its very
extraction from the matrix of iatercorrelations may simply reflect rounding errors.
Second, relative to Factors I and II it accounts for a small portion of the PACT score
factor variance. Third, »only two items clearly l¢ad on the factor, thus making interpre-
tation of the factor hazardous and probably undependable. It is reported here onty to
complete the description of the results obtaiiied from the analyses. Despite the unclear
nature of this factor it is similar to both the first and third counterpart factors. The basis
for the association with those factors probably rests on the fact that one of the items
describes something less than highest praise for the advisor (an asp>ct of counterparts’
Factor IlI), while the other item characterizes the advisor as having made significant
contributions to ROKA (an aspect of counterparts’ Factor I).

Conclusions: PACT Score Content Validity

Any evaluation of the content validity of the PACT ultimately reduces to a
subjective assessment of the adequacy of the original definition of the concept of
proficiency for which the PACT was construc‘ed. The arguments for regarding ‘‘cohesive-
ness’” as an adequate conception of advisor proficency need not be recapitutated here.
The present discussion, instead, is limited to a related question, viz., how well or poorly
does the PACT appear to sample attitudes and actions that can be expected to bear
relationships to the conception of proficiency being investigated? While there is no single
crucial test capable of yielding an irrefutable and definitive answer to the question, it has
been possible to assemble evidence from which a subjective appraisal can be drawn.

First, the items in both advisor and counterpart PACT forms do coalesce into a
limited number of statis‘ical factors that appear intuitively understandable and reason-
able, in the sense that they match up with expectations based upon the conception of
proficiency they were intended to assess. The counterparts’ first factor is composed of
items that are nearly all descriptive of judgments and actions that are likely to be
associated with continuance of work with the advisor. The advisors® second factor is
similar. Advisor and counterpart PACT factor scores both load on this factor and to
nearly equal extents. Both advisor and counterpart forms yield factors that are composed
of statements descriptive of attitudes and actions that would be expected to be associated
with avoidance or termination of future interactions with consequznces for their effec-
tiveness. The advisors’ first factor and the counterparis’ second factor share this charac-
teristic, and their PACT factor scores costelate with these factors nearly equally.

Finally, both forms yield a third factor, composed of a mixture of statements
favorable and unfavorable toward the co-worker being judged. The advisors’ fifth factor
and the counterparts’ third factor share this characteristic. However, the advisors’ fifth
factor is least related to their PACT facior scores of all the factors, while the counter-
parts’ third factor is about as highly related to their factor scores as either of the other
two factors. At a minimum, then, it appears rcasonable to conclude that with regard to
tiie purity of the two major factors emerging from the two forms ot the PACT that the
contents of these factors ought to be found related to advisors’ and counterparts’
decisions concerning their willingness to continue working together or wishes to terminate
thle relationship.
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Construct Validity

If PACT scores do yield estimates of the degree of cohesion that develops between
advisors and counterparts, then the PACT scores might be expected to vary as a function
of the rater’s judgment of (a)the attractiveness of the personal traits of the co-worker
being described, and (b) how satisfactorily the co-worker fulfills the judge’s conception of
how that role should be performed. The following two sections report the results of tests
performed to assess the validity of the PACT scores as indirect measures of the con-
ception of ‘‘cohesion.”

Interpersonal Attraction

Estimates of how attractively current co.-workers viewed each other were
collected by means of the co-worker Interpersonal Attraction Scales. Each advisor
described the particular counterpart with whom he had worked to effect the most
important changes and that counterpart in turn described the advisor. In addition, they
also indicated by means of identical trait scales their conceptions of the kinds of persons
with whom they preferred and did not prefer to work. Advisors and counterparts
described their conceptions of both American and Korean co-workers with whom they
most and least preferred to work. Thus, two somewhat different estimates of the relation
between interperscaal attraction and PACT scores are possible—one based upon current
co-workers’ absolute descriptions of one another, and one based upon their description of
one another relative to their conceptions of the traits defining a most- or least-preferred
co-worker.

Both types of tests were performed. Three steps were required to determine
whether their absolute descriptions of interpersonal attraction bore any relation to the
PACT scores that were given and received: (a) Intercorrelating, separately for advisors and
counterparts, the 38-trait scale ratings, (b) factor analyzing the correlation matrices ty
means of the Principal Axes method, and (c) computing individual factor scores that were
then correlated with the PACT score given by each advisor and counterpart.

In order to estimate the extent to which the rating scales were used similarly or
differently by the two groups, indices of factorial similarity were computed between the
rotated factor matrices based upon advisors’ and counterparts’ factors. Indices of factorial
similarity between the two sets of three factors that were rotated are shown in Table 10,
while the percentage of variance associated with each factor and the correlation between
total PACT scores with each of the three factors is presented in Table 11. Trait scales
loading .50 or above on a factor are listed in Table 12. Complete rotated factor matrices
together with individual trait scale means, standard deviations, and communalities appear
in Appendix F.

Table 10

Interpersonal Attraction Factors:
Indices of Factorial Similarity

i K TR factars
Advicor Counterpart Factars

Fartors 1 ] nJ m
59

I .90 .80
1l 79 .80 67
m T4 .80 .83
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Table 11

Construct Validity Estimates: Correlations Between :
PACT Scores and Interpersonal Attraction Factor Scores 4
Advisors Counterparts g
(N = 48) (N = 45) ;
Unrotated| Rotated 2 Unrotated| Rotated 2
Fact Variaunce | Yarian " Factor |Variance | Variance 8
e {percent) (perrcaenctc) {percent) {percent) | (percent} (percent)
[ 471 26.9 .30 .09 | 56.2 329 .73 .53
I 8.0 16.2 .08 .01 Il 5.5 12.8 .14 .02
I§1 4.7 10.8 .07 .00 I 4.7 20.6 .29. .07
Total 59.8 59.9 .10 Total 66.4 66.3 .62 ]
8 = correlalions between PACT s~ores and rotated faclor scores. j
3
Table 12
Retations Between Rotated Interpersonal Attraction
Factors and PACT Scores
Advisors’ Ratings of Counterparts | Counterparts’ Ratings of Advisors
Faclor | Factor [
(26.9% variance) (32.9% variance)
Traits Loadings Traits Loadings
productive .87 trustworthy .83
valu.ble 83 cnthusiastic .82
competent .82 competent .81
industrious .81 harmonious .81
adaptable .75 thoughtlul .76
superioi 75 sincere .76
enthusiastic 72 PACT 73
leader .71 likeable 72
organized .70 consistent 71
wise .66 learned .71
learned 62 modest 70
thoughtful .62 valuable 68
sincere .60 industrious .68
consistent 57 civilized .68
trustworthy .52 friendly .65
likeable .51 rational .61
PACT .30 patient .64
pleasant .62
adaptable 61
organized .60
productive .58
tolerant .55
Q (Continued}
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Table 12 (Continued)

Relations Between Rotated Interpersonal Attraction

Factors and PACT Scorzas

Advisors® Ratings of Counterparnts

_ 1

Counterparts® Ratings of Advisors

Factor 1

{Continued) Factor 1
(26.9% variance)

{Contirued)
{32.9% variance)

Traits

r Loadings Traits J Loadings

wise
fair

kind
polite

55
.50
.50
.50

Factor Il
{16.2% variance)

Factor 11
(12.8% variance)

Traits | Loadings

Traits J Loadings

73
.63
.57
.53
.52

.51
.14

pleasant .84 agreeable
polite .78 harmonious
patient 62 kind
economical 61 content
humble .59 polite
modest .56 forgiving
likeable .55 PACT
respectiul .53

generous S

kind .50

PACT .08

Factor [H
(16.8% variance)

Traits r l.oadings J

Factor [l
(20.6% variance)

Traits L Loadings

sympathetic .72 lucky .80
forgiving .70 forgiving 67
civilized ) .65 powerful 66
wise .60 leader 65
harmonious .60 civilized .59
powerlul .58 genecrous 57
tolerant .55 productive 57
considerate .55 valuable .57
fair .53 sympathetic .56
economical .52 tolerant .51
PACT .07 respectful 53

content 52

learned .51

considerate .51

PACT .26

5

o
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The matrix of factorial similarity coefficients shows that all factors are posi-
tively related, and most are also quite high. Second, although the diagonal coefficients are
as high as or higher than any of the off diagonal entries, in nearly all comparisons the
differences are so small that they are best ignored. Indeed, while the counterparts’ Factor
II and advisors’ Factor Il yield an index of similarity equal to .80, the counterparts’
Factor II end the advisors’ Factor III also yield an index of .80. These, and the remaining
relations, make it reasonable to interpret the results as reflecting a single, general
dimension. This dimension can, however, be explored in greater detail through rotation of
the factors. Since both sets of ratings involved highly evaluative components, these
relations most likely result from this common variance. In contrast, what appears to give
rise to three factors are differences between the ratings with regard to what is being
described.

The advisors’ and counterparts’ first factors account for somewhat less than
50% of the variance for advisors and somewhat more than thav for counterparls (see
Table 11).! ® The personal trait scales loading on these factors .50 or higher are compared
in Table 12. Judging from the tirait scales loading most highly on the advisors’ first
factor, advisors tend to focus, when-describing a counterpart, upon how competently and
productively he perforins his job, though several ““character” traits tend to be included in
these descriptions. Counterparts, it appears, tend to evaluate advisors both with regard to
how competent, productive, and industrious they are and simultaneously on several facets
of “character.” The ‘'character traits” of advisors most salient to counterparts appear to
e trustworthiness, sincerity, and ability and motivation to establish and maintain har-
monious interpersonal relations to them.

More than counterparts, advisors appear to compartmentalize or treat in a
discrete fashion the task and social types of competences of co-worker:. Conversely,
counterparts, more than advisors, tend to give more holistic types of descriptions about
their immediate co-workers. If it is assumed that the development of cohesive relations
between advisors and counterparts may reflect both the task and their social competency,
it is not surprising that the PACT scores given by advisors and counterparts correlate to
quite markedly different degrees with these first factors. PACT scores given by counter-
parts to advisors correlate substantially (.73) with factor scores derived from the counter-
parts’ first factor, as shown in Table 11. In contrast, PACT scores given by advisors to
counterparts hardly tend to covary at all with factor scores derived from their first
personal trait factor.

PACT scores are best regarded as nol teflecting the co-worker personal traits
that define the remaining pairs of factors obtained from each group.'' Advisors’ second
and third factors appear similar in the sense that both seem to reflect the tendency for
an advisor to describe his counterpart in terms of how adequately he takes into account
the advisor’s self-esteem or conversely how hostile and competitive he seems to be, and
differ with regard to the social distance or degree of closeness that has developed
betweenl advisors and counterparts. Traits defining the advisors’ second factor tend to be
those that are most likely to be expected from co-workers or associates with whom one
is not relating in a very intimate way. Those traits defining the advisors’ third facior
would appear to be of a type that would become rather critical to co-workers who are
well acquainted and, hence, in a position to harm or help one another.

Whereas the second factor suggests a tendency by advisors to view counterparts
in terms of how deferential and ego-subordinative they are, the third factor tends to
suggest that they also view them in terms of how understandingly and non-punitively

19 Advisors and counterparts® first rotated factors account, respectively, for 26.9% and 32.9% of the
faclor variance.
\ ' The two pairs of factors account for approximately equal percentages of rotated factor variance.
v
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they ‘clate to them. Counterparts, on the other hand, appear to focus less than advisors
upc.  ego-suvordination and interpersonal understanding as separate matters. Instead,
judging from the second and third counterpart factors, counterparts tend to focus upon
how agreeably and smoothly the advisor relates to them, plus how much power he
possesses and whether he uses it to enhance or diminish their sense of well-being. The
differences between these two sets of factors tend to be configural, rather than typal.'?

Although the contents of the last two factors are of some general interest in
themselves, they offer little as sources of information for estimating the construct validity
of the PACT scores. Whether separately or conjointly considered, they account for but a
small percentage of advisors’ and counterparts’ descriptions of one another and appear to
have essentially no influence upon their PACT scores.

Relative expressions of interpersonal attraction were obtained by comparing the
ratings curtent co-workers aswsigned to each other to their descriptions of most- and
least-preferred co-workers. These comparisons represent attempts to find whether willing-
ness or unwillingness of advisors and counterparts to continue working together, as
measured by PACT scores, varies as a function of how personally attractive or unattrac-
tive they view one another. To test the hypothesis that proficiency does vary as a
function of how attractively the co-worker is viewed, total PACT scores were correlated
with scores representative of how different the current co-worker was judged to be from
the rater’s conception of most- and least-preferred co-workers.

Results based upon advisors’ comparisons of the personal traits of current
counterparts to their conceptions of most- and least-preferred co-workers are shown in
the upper half of Table 13. The differences between the mean Interpersonal Attraction
Scores (IASs) associated with most- and least-preferred co-workers suggest that, on the
average, advisors judge their current counterparts to be more similar to their conceptions
of a most-preferred co-worker than to a least-preferred co-worker. Three of the four
correlations between IAS scores and PACT scores are significantly different from zero.
The two upper coefficients indicate that the smaller the difference between the advisors’
descriplions of their most-preferred American and Korean co-workers and their descrip-
tions of current counterparts, the higher are the PACT scores given to counterparts.
Conversely, the third coefficient indicates that the larger the difference between their
descriptions of least-preferred American co-workers and their curtent counterparts, the
larger are the PACT scores given to counterparts. In short, the more current counterparts
resemble co-workers “vith whom advisors prefer to work, the more likely it is they will
express a greater willingness to continue working with them. Advisors’ conceptions of
least-preferred Korean co-workers appear not to influence their judgments of current
counterparts to the extent of being registered by PACT scores.

The correlation coefficients in the right-hand column represent relationships
between how similar or different advisors judged their current counterparts to be relative
to their conceptions of most. and least-preferred co-workers and the PACT scores that
their particular counterparts gave to them. The two sets of data were collected
completely independently of one another. The top-most coefficient indicates that, on the
average, advisors who view their counterparts as being very different from their con-
ceplions of a most-preferred American co-worker are less likely to receive high PACT
scores from their counterparts. The second coefficient, although only of borderline
statistical significance, indicates a similar effect when the comparison is made to a
most-preferred Korean co-worker. They do, however, suggest the possibility that some
adviscrs, directly or indirectly, communicate to counterparts their preference for working
with some Americans more than the counterpart because of his personal traits. This

12R0r & more ocomplete and dctailed discussion of co-worker personal trait factors, see the second
report in the MAP Il series {2).
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Tabie 13

Construct Validity Estimates: Correlations Between
PACT and Interpersonal Attraction Scores {IAS}2

2
Advisors' PACT Scores ¥
Currenl 1A5 ;
Crunlerpart Given Received
Compared tod —
N l Mean l sD Meun SN r Mcan l N l r
Most-Preferred American 16 7.7 3.3 17.7 42 -.16c 163 5.2 -.30b 1
Most-Preterred Korean 16 6.6 3.0 17.7 1.2 =~39¢ 1641 52 =27
| cast-Lreferred Americun 16 18.6 5.8 17.7 1.2 36b 163 5.2 .10
l.cast-Ureferred Korean 16 16.5 5.5 17.5 1.7 22 16.5 5.2 18
—— ——— —— l !
Counterparts” PACT Scores 1
Current 148 T s
\dvisor Given Received
Compated to: — —
v I Mean I s | Mean Tsn ] r | Mean rsn l '
Most-Prefecred American 31 6.6 5.0 1.3 6.2 -.22 17.9 12 -0
Most-Prelerred Korean 38 gy 10 160 5.8 639178 13 12
l.cast-Preferred American 35 17.1 93 16.7 5.2 -.01 17.8 1.0 6
lLeast-Preferred Korean 3% 198 6.8 159 59 .36 177 45 0%

4[AS =cores represent the average number of seale units difference between ratings over the 38 teait
~cales given to a current co-warker and ratings given to the two types of most- and least-preferred
co-workers, Individual difference seores were computed by subtracting the rating given to a current
ra-worker from one of the other co-worker concept ratings on each trait scale, squaring the dilference, )
summing the squaced difference over the 38 traits scales andl finding the square root of the sum. Group
means were computed by summing over the number of subjests in ke group and dividing by that number.

stwo-tail (;+.03)
‘= two-tail {p<.01)
dotwo-tail (p<..00N

appears to have an effect upon the PACT scores some advisors then receive from some
counterparts. The effect is consistent with the prediction made earlier that, given the
conditions under which advisors attempt to achieve MAP objectives, **. .. Americans who
are predominantly task-oriented toward counterparts will be least likely to accomplish
their mission.””

Resulls based upon counterparts’ comparisons of the personal traits of current N ]
advisors to their conceptions of most- and least-preferred co-workers are presented in the
lower half of Table 13. The differences between the mean [ASs associated with most- and \
least-preferred co-workers suggest that counterparts tend to view advisors as being less )

similar to their conceptions of a most-preferred Korean co-worker than to a most-
preferred American co-worker. In addition, these differences appear larger, on the
average, than the differences advisors judge to exist between their conceptions of
most-preferred American and Korean co-workers and their current counterparts. The data
suggest that counterparts view advisors as approximating their conceptions of a most. 1
preferred co-worker less than advisors view current counterparts approximating their )
conceptions of most-preferred co-workers. Which, if any, of these differences affects the
PACT scores counterparts gave to their advisors was tested.
Two of the four correlation coefficients that were computed on these data are 3
significantly different from zero. Both of the significant coefficients are based upon
G"nunterpart.s' comparisons of their current advisor to their conceptions of Korean, not
ERIC ;
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American, co-workers. The largest and most highly significant coefficient to emerge from
this analysis indicates that counterparts who view their advisors as differing greatly from
their conception of a most-preferred co-worker tend, on the average, to give them lower
PACT scores. The second significant coefficient describes the relations in reverse. Coun-
terparts who view their current advisor ac differing greatly from their conception of a
least-preferred Korean co-worker, but not ar. American, tend, on the average, to give
higher PACT scores to their advisor.

In contrast to the finding that PACT scores given by counterparts were related
to how attractively tneir advisor described them, the comparable coefficients beiween the
PACT scores advisors gave to their counterparts and how attractively their counterpart
had described them are essentially zero. These comparisons suggest that counterparts are
aware of how their advisor views them, which influences to some extent their willingness
to continue to work with him. Parallel comparisons suggest that either advisors are
unaware of how their counterpart views them, they discount this information when
expressing their willingness to continue working with him, or statistical artifacts prevent
relationships from achieving clarity.

While counterpart data, for both IAS and PACT scores, yield lower means and
higher standard deviations than do the advisor data, the differences appear too small to
rule out alternate interpretations. Further exploration, designed specifically to test the
alternate interpretations, would be required to reach a conclusion.

Critical Role Behaviors

Estimates of advisors’ satisfaction with their counterparts’ role performances
(and vice verza) were obtainad from their ratings of one another on items forming the
Critical Role Behavior Inventories. The Advisor Behavioral Inventory (ABI), with which
each counterpart described a particular advisor, contains 124 items while the Counterpart
Behavioral Inventory (CBI), with which each advisor described a particular counterpart,
contains 67. Lists of the items, with the percentages of advisors and counterparts
endorsing each of several item alternatives, appuar as appendices in the second MAP 1I
report along with a discussion of the development of the method and results of analyses
(2).

In this report the use of these observations is limited to determining relation-
ships between advisors’ and counterparts' perceptions of how adequately the other enacts
his role, and their expressions of willingness to continue working together (PACT Scores).
The steps involved in testing for relationships included: (a)scoring each individual’s
responses in the Inventory to yield three estimates of satisfaction with co-worker's role
performance, and (b) correlating the three scores with the PACT scores they gave to their
co-worker as well as those they received from them. Ti. product-moment correlation
coefficients are shown in Table 14. The mean percentages of items within each of the
Inventories that, in the judgment of the respective groups, should occur more often, and
those that should occur less often than was typical of their current co-worker, and the
pereentage of items descriptive of acts for which they indicated no change in the
frequency of occurrence was desirable are also shawn in Table 14.

Both groups, advisors ard counterparts, are remarkably simitar with regard to
the estimates of satisfaction and dissatisfaction they expressed towuard one another. On
the average, advisors and counterparts appear satisfied with nearly three-fourths of the
behaviors against which they evaluated one another; only about 27% of the actions
described in the Inventories were judged to occur more or less often than it was thought
desirable.

The probability values indicate that seven of the eight correlation coefficients
computed between total Behavioral Inventory scores and PACI scores would have
occurred by chance alone about one time in a hundred. Moreover, the pattern of signs
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Table 14

Correlations Betwren PACT and Behavioral
Inventory Scores

PACT Scores Councerparts PACT Scores Advisors
Tatal Scores Cave 10 Advisors Gave 10 (fuumerpurh.
Obrained From ABI (n=51) (n = 51)
(percent)
r L p r 1 p
No change 73.3 +.60 <.01 +.34 <.05
More often 14.1 -6t <.01 -.31 <.05
l.ess often 12.4 - A7 <.01 -.29 <.05
More + less 26.8 -.61 <.01 -33 <.05
PACT Scures Advisors P’A(:T Scores Counterparts
Total Scores Gave to Counterparts Gave 10 Advisors
Obtained From CBI {n = 51) (n - 51}
(percent) |
s ! p r \ P
No change 72.6 o4l .01 +.22 NS
More often 13.0 -.50 <.0} -.25 NS
l.ess often 14.2 -.27 -7 NS
More + less 27.2 -.40 <.01 -.22 NS

associated with the correlations are all in the direction predicted. The more often advisors
and counterparts indicate that they feel no necessily for their co-worker to change his
actions, the higher the PACT score given to him. Conversely, the greater the number of
actions they feel their co-worker should display more or less often than is typical of him,
the lower the PACT score given to him.

The coefficients shown in the upper right-hand segment of Table 14 were
obtained by computing correlations between the PACT scores that advisors gave to
counterparls and their counterparts’ evaluations of them with regard to the items in the
Behavioral Inventory. The coefficients in the lower right-hand segment were obtained by
computing correlations between the PACT scores counterparts gave to advisors and their
tdvisors’ descriptions of them with regard to items in the CBI. The coefficients and
probability estimates associated with the PACT scores advisors gave to counterparts
suggest that these PACT scores may reflect advisors® perceptions of how satisfied or
dissatisfied their counterparts are with them. Although the coefficients are not high, the
pattern of signs is consistent with what would have been predicted and the coefficients
would be expected to occur about five times in a hundred. Similar relations exist
between the PACT scores counterparts gave to advisors and their advisors’ satisfaction or
dissatisfaction with them. The relations are, however, weaker and not stalistically
significant.

Counclusions: PACT Score Construct Validity

A conception of cohesiveness has been given and a method with which to estimate it
developed. The immediately preceding approach to estimating the validity of the PACT
scotes focused upon determining the degree Lo which variation in scores can be explained
in terms of two characteristics of the co-workers being judged. Two instruments for
measuring these characteristics were developed and scores derived from them tested for
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relations to PACT scores. Inferences concerning the meaning of the PACT scores rest as
much upon those instruments as they do upon the scores themselves. Thus, any estimate
of the construct validity of the PACT scores must include an examination of the nature
of these instruments and the scores they yield.

One major facter and two smaller ones appear to underlie advisors’ and counter-
parts’ judgments of each other’s characteristic personal traits. The indices of factorial
similarity between the two sets of factors are high enough to lead to the conclusion that
they have much in common, which, given the nature of the traits defining the scales and
the types of ratings obtained, seems to be the general ‘‘goodness” or “badness” of the
person being described. In short, it seems reasonable to concludce that the two sets of
factors most likely represent a social desirability dimension against which advisors and
counterparts rated one another.

Rotation of the factors suggests that advisors and counterparts have somewhat
different conceptions of the personal traits that define a highly desirable co-worker. For
advisors, the largest component appears to be the competence, industriousness, and
productivity of counterparts—ability to achieve work objectives appears superordinate in
their judgments. Counterparts, on the other hand, while incorporating similar traits in
their evaluation of an advisor, tend to extend the range of personal traits to include, and
give greater importance to, what might be regarded as the advisor’s character. Thus, the
number of traits loading .50 or higher on the counterparts’ and advisors’ first factor is
different. Twenty-five traits load .50 or greater on the counterparts’ first factor, while
only 16 traits achieve this loading on the advisors’ first factor. Thirteen of the 16 traits
appear on the counterparts’ factor, but 12 of the traits appearing on the counterparts’
first factor do not appear on the advisors’. Thus, the counterparts’ first factor is more
robust and richer in meaning than the advisors’.

The observation that the total PACT scores given by counterparts to advisors
correlate to the extent of .73 with personal trait factor scores derived from the first
factor supports the construct validity of those scores. The very tow (.30) correlation
observed between personal trait factor scores computed from the advisors’ first factor
with the total PACT scores given to counterparts seems, on the surface, counterindicative
of the construct validity of those scores. However, certain characteristics of the raw data
make uiequivocal interpretation of these results difficult.

Without exception, the advisors’ data are characterized by larger means and smaller
variances than similar data from counterparts, for the PACT scores as well as for trait
scales loading .50 or greater on each of the three factors extracted from both groups.
Therefore, compared to counterparts’ data, the advisors’ data are more attenuated and,
hence, intrinsically less capable of yielding relations than are the counterparts’ data.
Nevertheless, the present data from advisors offer little evidence to support the
hypothesis that the PACT scores given to counterparts are valid in the sense that they
vary as a function of the three personal trait factors that were used by them to describe
counterparts. In contrast, the PACT scores given to advisors do appear to be valid
estimates of proficiency in the sense that they vary as a function of the single most
important factor to emerge from the personal trait factors counterparts used to describe
their advisors. Further exploration, designed to overcome the restricted nature of the
advisors’ raw data, is required to achieve a more legitimate test of the construct validity
of their PACT scores.

Ciearer and more easily interpretable results supportive of the construct validity of
the PACT were obtained from the correlations computed between PACT scores given and
received and the personial attractiveness of co-workers as estimated by comparisons to
their conceptions of most- and least-preferred co-workers. Those analyses showed that
advisors and counterparts are simi'r in that both groups, in their willingness to continue
w{!rking with another, appear to be more influenced by how much the particular persen
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departs from their conception of a most-preferred co-worker who is a member of their
own ethnic group than by comparisons involving someone from a different group.

Moreover, advisors and counterparts are similar in that their willingness to continue
working together appears to depend more on how much the co-worker being judged
departs from their conception of a most-preferred co-worker than upon departures from
their conceptions of a least-preferred co-worker. In view of the relations observed
between the extent to which advisors’ reported counterparts departing from their con-
ceptions of a most-preferred American co-worker and the PACT scores that the counter-
parts gave to their advisor, there is additional evidence to support the construct validity
of the conception of proficiency that has heen advanced and in the ability of the PACT
device to register variations in it.

In contrast to the mixed nature of the raw data and results emerging from analyses
of the personal trait ratings, the results from the more comparable raw data concarning
critical role behaviors offers more consistent evidence for the construct validity of both
advisors’ and counterparts’ PACT scores. If it is accepted that estimates of advisors’ and
counterparts’ satisfaction with the ways in which their respective co-workers are enacting
their roles can be achieved by the Behavioral Inventcry method, then the patterm and
magnitudes of the correlations between these and the PACT scores give reason to ascribe

some construct validity to the concept of proficiency that was used and the PACT
method.

Criterion-Related Validity

Estimates of this type of validity are ordinarily obtained by comparing scores
derived from indirect measurements of proficiency to scores based upon direct observa-
tion of the behaviors and conditions that are regarded as exemplary instances of
proficiency. Typically the degree of criterion-related validity is expressed by means of a
correlation coefficient between the two sets of scores.

The use here of the concept of criterion-related validity <leparts from the customary
in two ways: (a) There were no direct observations of the degree to which interactions
between advisors and counterparts increased the military capability of ROKA and support
for the policies and presence of the United States, and thus (b) the validity estimates that

are obtained are less directly related to the ultimate criterion of proficiency than is
typical of this approach.

Job Characteristics

In this section the observations being tested for relations to PACT scores tend to
differ from prior and subsequent data in terms of how directly they are related to, and
descrintive of, specific work-related behaviors, conditions, and evaluations of them. The
justification for regarding these tests as yielding estimates of the criterion-related validity
of the PACT scores is based upon the view that the data entering into these estimates are
somewhat more specific descriptions of how advisors and counterparts interacted and
what outcomes were effected.

Results presented in this section also differ from those presented under the rubric of
construct validity in that the tests here were not guided by hypotheses formulated prior
to data coliectinn. This and the remaining sections of the report are in the nature of a
search for correlates and non-correlates of PACT scores—the approach of the detective
more than of the lawyer or judge. The basic question here is, “To what extent do PACT
scores reliably discriminate between and register known differences that exist among
advisors and counterparts that could conceivably affect their chances of attaining the
ultimate objectives of the MAP?”’
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From knowledge of these results it becomes possible to better specify the conditions
that influence the PACT scores advisors and counterparts gave to one another and to
compare them to those that might be expected tc influence the development of cohe-
siveness. Tests yielding nonsignificant results, in this context, are often as important as
those yielding significant results since both serve to delimit the number and types of
factors that can be shown to create variation in the PACT scores. The approach and
results presented in this section should, therefore, be regarded as directed toward tie
generation of hypotheses rather than tests of them.

Questionnaire items from the Advisors’ Task Objectives Questionnaire (ATOQ) and
the ABI concerning work-related aspects of advisor and counterpart relations that did and
did not relate to the PACT scores each received are listed in Table 15.** Tt is hazardous
to attempt brief descriptions of the similarities and differenees that may exist between
ad.isors and counterpnarts with regard to thase items, or to generalize the differences
between those characteristics that do and do not relate to the PACT scores. Generali-
zations based upon inferences from such empirical observations are uncertain to the
extent that not all relevant observations are available—if additional items had been
included in the questionnaires the patterns of relations might have changed.

Moreover, given the relatively limited number of items on which data were collected,
failure to achieve one or two significant relations where significant differences now
appear or, conversely, observation of significances where none now seem to exist might
well have changed the types of inferences. Therefore, the following generalizations are
tentative and intended primarily to simplify discussion of the results.

PACT Scores Counterparts Received

Examination of the seveu items found significantly related to the PACT scores
counterparts received from advisors suggests that these items reflect the extent to which
the adviscr is personally involved in his advisory role. The hint is based upon the
impression that (A1)!* advisors who had the greatest freedom of choice in selecting and
defining attempted changes gave, on the average, higher PACT scores to counterparts than
other advisors, and tended to be more willing to continue working with the counterpart
than those who were working on changes inherited from their predecessors, superior
officers, or counterparts (Multiple Range Test, p<.05).

This generalization is suggested further by A2, A3, and A4, which are similar in
that each is related to various estimates of the amount of time that advisor devotes to his
work and meeting with the particular counterpart to whom he gave a PACT score. For
example, zdvisots reported (A2) having met with their counterpart to effect the changes
they sought on an average of between once a day and two to three times per week. A
correlation of +.27 {p<.05) is obtained between the frequency with which they met to
work upon changes the advisor sought and the PACT score the counterpart received.
Advi ors reported {A3) having devoted, on the average, about 69% of their duty tinie to
advisory types of work. The associated standard deviation of 23.5% represents con-
siderable individual differences. A correlation of +.32 (p<.05) is observed between these
reports and the PACT scores counterparts received. Finally, advisors reported (A4) having
spent, on the average, about 36 hours during the last month meeting with their
counterpart for official business. The associated standard deviation of 36 hours represents
considerable variation. A correlation of +,27 (p<.056) is observed between these estimates
and the PACT scores counterparts received.

13 A number of questionnaire items have not been included because too few observations per
response alternative were obtained upon which to base tests.
l‘AlphanumeﬁC designations in the text correspond to entries in Table 15,
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Advisors’ personal involvement with the work, as a determinant of the PACT
scores counterparts receive, is further suggested by the finding (A5) that advisors who
reported progress toward achieving the changes they sought had heen delayed by
obstacles for one month or more gave to counterparts PACT scores that were, on the
average, significantly lower (p<.05, two-tailed Cochran-Cox t-test) than those given by
advisors who had been delayed for one month or less.

Personal affective involvement in the work, as a determinant of PACT scores
counterparts receive, is further incicated by the finding (A6) that advisors who reported
some depree of satisfaction with the progress made toward accomplishing the changes
they sought gave PACT scores that were, on the average, significantly different (p<.05,
Multiple Range Test) from those given by advisors who reportec some degree of
dissatisfaction.

Finally, comparisons {A7) were made between advisors’ judgments about their
counterparts’ genera! military competence, compared to American officers, and the PACT
score their counterpart received. Advisors who judged that less than 40% of American
officers could excel their counterpart’s competence gave above-average PACT scores
significantly more frequently (p<.05, chi-square test) to those counterparts than advisor:
who judged their counterparts could be excelled by 60% or more of American officers.

PACY scores counterparts receive appear not to reflect differences between
advisors with regard to several characteristics of their jobs and how they were performed.
The advisor’s self report (A8) on the nature of his primary role appears unrelated to his
willingness to continue working with counterparts. His willingness to continue appears
not to be influenced by whether he views himself as priniarily concerned with
(a) procurement of supplies and equipment for counterparts, as 6% of the advisors did;
(b) developing or modifying plans, policies, and regulations, as 60% of the advisors did;
(c) providing technical know-how on the acquisition, storage, use, maintenance, and/or
disposal of equipment or supplies, as dia 23% of the advisors; or (d) monitoring requests
from ROKA for U.S. funds, supplies, equipment, and/or their utilization and/or disposal
as did about 10% of the adviscrs.

Neither do PACT scores reflect differences between advisors with regard to
(A9) how much in agreement they were with their counterpart, from the start, con-
cerning the desirability of making the changes upon which they subsequently worked.
Approximately 37% of them reported having been in agreement on all of the changes and
57% with most of the changes, while only 6% reported having been in agreement on few
of the changes. Nor does it appear that PACT scores reflect differences between advisors
concerning (A10) their conceptions of who had primary responsibilily for implementing
the changes that were sought. About 43% of the advisors regarded primary responsibility
as belonging to ROKA, 16% to KMAG, and 41% to both ROKA and KMAG.

Similarly (A11), while about 58% of the advisors indicated that ROKA had
primary responsibilily for overcoming the obstacles to progress that had arisen, 29%
assigned primary responsibility to KMAG, and only 13% viewed the responsibility as
something to be shared equally between ROKA and KMAG. These differences are not
reflected in the PACT scores counterparts received.

Advisors, on the average, reported (A12) that counterparts had performed
about 50% of the work involved in making the changes they sought. Altl.ough consider-
able differences were associated with advisor’s estimates, they were found unrelated to
the PACT scores counterparts received. PACT scores appear not t» reflect advisors’
judgments (A13) about how satisfactorily their counterpart manages his subordinates. On
the average, advisors judged that *'If it were possible to appoint the most highly qualified
person in ROKA to my counterpart’s position, I would expect the operations of my
subordinates to improve by about 20%."” Multiple Range Tests of the differences betwcen
PACT score means associated with the seven possible degrees of improvement given in the
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item showed the differences were not statistically significant. PACT scores (Al14) that
counterparts receive appear not to reflect whether the changes ‘hev sought had or had
not been completed at the time the PACT scores were given (¢-tesi). Finally, differences
between advisors concerning two temporal characteristics of their work relations to
o unterparts appear unrelated to the PACT scores counterparts receive.

On the average, advisors reported (A15) having devoted about 1886 hours
working ca the changes they sought. Although considerable individual differences are
reported (the standard deviation is about 234 hours), the correlation with PACT scores is
--.17 which is not statistically significant. Similarly, while advisors, on the average,
reported (A16) having spent about 94 hours in direct face-to-face contact with their
counternart as part of their effort to effect the changes they sought and despite the wide
variation reported (the standard deviation is about 174 hours), a correlation with PACT
scores of only —.09—which is not statistically significant—is observed. Why these charac-
teristics of the advisory job are not registered by PACT scores while others are is not
immediately clear. It appears that the present degrees of variation between advisors with
regard to these temporal characteristics of their work relations to counterparts are at least
no4 inconsistent with the development of cohesiveness.

PACT Scores Advisors Received

PACT scores that advisors receive may reflect their counterpart’s impression of
what he is most concerned about in his official capacity as an advisor to ROKA (C1). No
significant mean differences are observed between the PACT scores counterparts gave to
advisors judged to be primarily concerned with procuremsznt, planning, or instruction;
however, each of the mean PACT scores associated with those concerns was found to be
significantly higher (Multiple Range Test) than the mean given to advisors judged to be
primarily concerned with monitoring requests from ROKA, ROKA’s use and/or disposal
of U.S. funds, supplies, and/or equipment. Counterparts, on the average, expressed
significantly less willingness to continue working with the latter than with the former.
The objectives of the advisor’s personal involvement in his assignment may, therefore,
affect the counterpart’s elicitation of willingness to continue working with him.

There is evidence to support the belief that frequent contact. between counter-
parts and advisors tend to develop greater cohesiveness and the ceceipt of higher PACT
scores from counterparts, but the findings are not entirely consistent. It is observed (in
characteristic C2) that counterparls who gave advisors PACT scores above the mean of
the entire distribution significantly more often (p<.05, chi siquare) reported having met
with their advisors two to three times per week or more, while counterparts who gave
PACT scores below the mean rrore often reported having met with their advisors less
than two to three times per week. Perhaps related to this is the finding (C3) that the
greater the percentage of duty time the counterpart reports devoting to matters other
than meeting with adviscrs, administration, and training troops (an average of one-third
of duty time), the more likely he is to give a lower PACT score to his advisor. Although
the correlation between these estimates and the PACT scores they gave to advisors is only
moderately negative (r=—231), it is statistically significant (p<.05).

Evidence possibly ccunterindicative of a relationship is found in characteristics
C8, 9, 10, and 11, Counterparls veport (C8) spending an average of about 10% of their
duty time meeting with KMAG advisors; the product-moment correlation between these
estimates is —.03 which is not significant. Also they report (C9) spending, on the average,
about 38% of their duty time on ROKA administrative matters. While counterpatts who
devote the greatest percentage of their duty time to administrative matters may tend to
give advisors somewhat lower PACT scores, the coefficient based upon the present sample
is only —.24, which is not significant. Neither does the number of months over which the
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counterpart reports (C11) having worked with the advisor appear related to the PACT
score given to him. While counterparts report, on the average, having known their advisor
for 9.5 months, these estimates correlate to the extent of +.06 with the PACT scores
advisors received. The correlation {s insignificant.

The absence of relationships between PACT scores to characteristics C8, 9, and
10, together with the moderate relationships to 2 and 3, can be understood. Estimates of
contacts with the advisor based upon the percentage of time devoted to various kinds of
activities gencrally do not relate to any important extent to PACT scores that advisors
and counterparts receive. Frequency of contact, per unit of time, does tend to be more
strongly associated with PACT scores advisors receive. Specifically, there appears to be a
critical level of contact associated with cohesiveness. Results indicate that this is a
frequency of meeting with the advisor about two or three times per week. Moreover,
findings associated with counterparts’ evaluations of the adequacy of their meatings with
advisors indicate (C4) significant differences between those evaluations and the PACT
scores they gave to their advisor. Counterparts who reported that the frequency of
meetings with advisors was insufficient to accomplish their work and who, therefore,
indicated more meetings were necded gave significantly {p<.05) fower PACT scores to
advisors than did counterparts who felt the frequency of meetings was adequate (Multiple
Range Test).

A more striking determinant of the PACT scores that advisors receive appears
to be their general evaluation of the counterpart’s judgments, effectiveness, and compe-
tence. The information conceming characteristics C5, 6, and 7 was obtained from
advisors who evaluated their counterpart with regard to each of those qualities. PACT
scores that counterparts yave to their advisor were then tested for relationships to the
evaluations their advisor made of them. The two sets of scores were, therefore, obtained
by completely independent procedures with neither group aware of the fact each was
rating the other on these characteristics. Despite the total indeperidence on the data, it is
found (CH) that advisurs who indicated they and their counterpart had agreed from the
beginning on the desirability of making most or all of the changes the advisor sought
tend to receive higher PACT scores from their counterpart than advisors who indicated
less agreement. The correlation between advisors’ estimates of degrees of agreement and
the PACT scores they received is +.26 which is statistically significant (p<.05). Second, it
is also found (C6) that advisors who judge their counterpart to have been very effective
in making the changes sought tend to receive higher PACT scores than advisors who
regard their counterpart to have been less effective. In general, advisors regarded their
counterparts to have been ‘“very” or ‘‘moderately” effective. These judgmeiits correlate
with the PACT scores they received to the extent of +.36 which is statistically significant
(p<.01).

Finally, it is found (C7) that the more highly advisors regard their counterpart’s
general level of military competence, the more likely it is that they will rcceive a high
PACT score from their counterpart. On the average, advisors judge their counterpart to
be funciioning at a level of competence that could be exceeded by only about 40% of
American officers. The correlation between these judgments and the PACT scores they
receive is statistically significant (p<.05).

Two items appear unrelated to PACT scores because of the very limited range
of responses given to them. When offered an opportunity to judge (C12) how helpful the
advisor had been, apart from his role in obtaining MAP materials and funds, all of the
counterparts described the advisor as being of some help and none se! cted the r sponse
alternatives including expression of wastefulness and unh Ipfulness. Similarly, when
offered the opportunity, none of the counterparts classified the advisor (1°13) as 'ne who
“. ..scems to think that it is his job to criticize what is being doite & .d | 'ace the blame
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Two final job-relaied charactacistics of advisors and counterparts failed tc relate
to the PACT scores udvisors veceived. First, the amount of ume and cffort that
counterparis reported (C14) having to devote to obtaining KMAG concurrence in order
to proceed with their work appears unrelated to the PACT scores. While the few
counterparts who reported that gaining concurrence was “Not involved in the work™ gave
the highest mean PACT scores to their advisors, those who reported it “Took a lot of
lime and effort” gave the next highest mean scores; the majority, reporting that it “Took
a moderate amount of time and effort,” gave the lowest average PACT score. Differences
between the mean PACT srores associated with each of those response afternatives were
not statistically significant (Multiple Range ‘Cest).

Second, whether the counterpart speaks directly to the advisor in English or
uces an inteipreter (none reported speaking to the advisor in Korean) is a difference not
reflected by the PACT scores they give to advisors. Findings concerning this characteristic
(C15) indicate that the mean PACT score given by the 31 counterparts who reported
speaking English did rot iiffer significantly from the imean PACT score given by the 20
counterparts who repcrted using an interpreter (¢-test).

Conclusions: PACT $zore Criterion-Related Validity

Do PACT scores reflect the kinds of characteristics of advisor and cournterpart jobs
end interacticus that augur for or against an interpretation of the scores os valid
indicators of their willingress to continue working tog>ther? The kinds of work-related
characteristics that seem to make a difference to PACT scores are presented in the first
part of Table 15. PACT scores that counterparts receive appear influenced by the degree
to which their advisor is personally involved in the advisory work, regards bis ccunterpart
as professionally competent, the degree of contact that he has with the counterpart, the
autonomy he has with regard to the work, and extent to which he is satisfied with
progress toward effecting the changes he seeks to make,

Thes? characteristics make a certain amount of intuitive sense and seem not incon-
sistent with an interpretation of the PACT scores as valid ir.dicators of the willingness of
advisors to continue working with counterparts. If this be accepted, then how is it
possible to explain the lack of sigaificant relationships between PACT scores and the
job-related characteristics as shown in the second part of Table 15? No conclusive answer
is possible, given the limitations of the present data, but these data do allow for
conjecture. If it is assumed that the wiliingness of advisors to continue working with
counteiparts depeuds, in part, upon the extent to which their expectations conceming
the conduct of work are or are not met, then the absence of significant relations suggests
that these characteristics of the work are those for which (a) advisors do not have strong
an-d inflexible preconceptions, or (b) whatever the strength of their expectations, they are
generally being roet.

Because sadvisors did not provide exnressions of how satisfied they were with
churacteristics A7-12 and 14, it is not possible to choose between the alternatives.
However, cvidence suggests that these characteristics are not likely to be those associated
with dissatisfaction. The possibility remains that while these characteristics may be of
great concem for some advisors, and influence the PACT scores they give, this is true of
so few that group data fail to display the significances.

Characteristics C1-4 also scem intuitively reasonable correlates of PACT scores
counterparts gave tc advisors. The adequacy of the interactions is a particularly meaning-
ful indicator of the validity of the PACT scores, because past occurrences are often the
best predictors of what is likely to occur in the future. In the present context, the
finding sitnply suggests that counterparts who have interacted frequently and adequately
wifh\‘fd\dsors express, through the PACT, their willingness to contihue the association.
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Characteristics C5-7 augment the validity of PACT scores as estimates of the
willingness of counterparts to continue to work with acvisors, for they appear to reflect
the sensitivity of counterparts to their advisors’ evaluations of their effectiveness, compe-
tence, and judgment. These findings are consistent with what has become an a'most
omnipresent observation; that is, counterparts, more than advisors, seem more attentiie
to others and dependent upon them for the establishment and maintenance of a personal
sense of worth and well-being. That the images of them that are r.flected by their
advisors should Le reflected back ir the PACT sccres they gave to advisors is not
inconsistant with an interpretation of those scores as indicators of the levels of cohesive-
ness that have been developed.

Explanation of the job characteristics uncelated to the PACT (C8-15) presents no
spacial difficulties, although the present data do not permit actual tests of the explana-
tion to be performed. It is, therafore, only conjeclured that these characteristics are, at
best, randomly associated with counterparts’ developing impressions about the ways in
whicl. advisors seek to influence them and the frequency and adequacy of the meet ngs
that ensue. Whether counterparts use English or rely upon interpreters to communicate
with advisors appears to have no sipnificant effect upon the perceptions of advi ors for
whom data are available. In general, it appears that classifications of the types of duties
in which counterparts engage, when estimated as a percentage of their total duty time,
lves not have much influence upon the PACT scores they give to advisors. Absolute
#timates, based upon average frequency of meeting per unit of time, seem more highly
related for both advisors and counterparts.

Cocial Interaction Characteristics

This section reports the results of tests performed to determine whether the types
and frequencies of social interactions between advisors and counterparts are registered by
PACT scores. The results may or may not be regarded as additional indicators of the
extent to which validity can be ascribed to the PACT method. To view the results as
evidence for or against the validity of the conception of proficiency tha: has been
advanced, it must be assumed that attainment of increased military capability within the
indigenous forces and increased support for the presence of U.S. forces and their policies
may be influenced by the nature of the ‘“‘off-duty’ social interactions that do or do not
develop between advisors and counterparts.

So that the reader may efer judgment on the tenability of the assumption until he
is familiar with the results, they will be presented without regard to their possible value
for assessing PACT score validity. Frequently the best guide to future interactions is
obtained from records of past interactions. Since the results presented in this section deal
entirely with records of previous social interactions between advisors and counterparts,
they are relevant to efforts to estimate the willingness of persons to continue interacting
in the future.

Advisors and counterparts provided records of their previors social interactions by
means of ilems appearing in the Advisor's Task Objectives Qi stionnaire (ATOQ), the
Advisor’s Behavioral Inventory (ABI), and the Military Assistance Program Advisor Ques-
tionnaire (MAPAQ). Several statistical procedures were used to determine whether PACT
scores were related to the types and frequencies of social interactions. The choice of
procedure was largely determined by the characteristics of each item and the response
alternatives available. Thus, some estimates are based upon comparisons between two or
more PACT score me’ns when classified accordirg to the social interactions that were
reported, while other estimates were obtained by way of correlations between PACT
scores and numerical values assigned to the social interactions reported.
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C erview of the Results

Fifteen characteristics of the social interactions reported by advisors and coun-
terparts were tested for relationships to the PACT scores they received from, or gave to,
each other. Only three (20%) are found significantiy related to the PACT scores counter-
parts received. Since rione of the tests indicated that social interactioms had significant
effects upon the PACT scores advisors received, about 80% of the characteristics tested
appear to have little influence upon either advisors’ or counterparts’ expressions of
willingness to continue working together. Despite the absence of statistically significant
results, there is a mecderately consistent tendency in the direction in which social
interactions are related to the size of the PACT score received. In general, the 15
social-interaction characteristics differ in the extent to which they appear to have an
influence, rather than in the direction of the influence they have on PACT scores. The 15
characteristics are listed in Table 16 approximately in ascending order of the probability
the results could have occurred by chance alone.

Interactions Significantly Related to PACT Scores Counterparts Received

Three types of social interactions reported by advisors clearly have stronger
effects upon the PACT scores they gave to counterparts than any of the remaining 12
characteristics tested. Those advisors who reported (Al) having interacted with counter-
parts uander conditions not specifically described by the item alternatives but who wrote
in “Other” types gave significantly higher PACT scores to counterparts than those who
did not use the “Other” category.

Among the conditions described by the 13 advisors who did report. “Other”
{ypes of activities were interactions in ROKA officers’ clubs and inesses, picnics, heach
parties, shopping trips, attendance at movies and irips to visit Korean religious and
historical sites. This group of advisors gave an average PACT score of 19.4 to their
counterparts in contrast to a mean of 16.9 given by those who reported nove of these
artivities. The Cochran-Cox f-test {two-tail) indicates a statistically significant (p<.01)
difference between the means.

The second type of activity that appears to strongly influence the PACT scores
counterparts receive is sports. Those 12 advisors who reported having engaged in sports
with the counterpart once or more during the last threc months gave a mean PACT score
of 19.5 in contrast to a mean of 16.9 given by the 38 advisors who did not. The
Cochran-Cox ¢-test (two-tail) indicates a statistically significant (p<.05) difference
between the means.

The third most important type of social interaction influencing the PACT
scores counterparts receive is whether the advisor repcrts (A3) having been to the
counterpart’s home once or :more during the last three months. The nine advisors who
reported this activity gave a mean PACT of 19.2 to their counterparts in contrast {o a
mean of 17.2 given by the 41 advisors who did not report the activity. The Cochran-Cox
t-test (1wo-tail) indicates a statistically significant (p<.05) difference between the mcans.

Product-moment correlations computed between the number of times the
advisor reported having engaged, or not engaged, in these three types of activities yield
coefficients in the twenties which are not significant. Thus, it is inferred that the
component of these aclivities that scems to influence the PACT scores counterparts
receive is not the frequency with which they occurred, but rather the factors associated
with the decisions to engage in them and, possibly, the infrequency with which they
occurred. Mean frequencies of interaclions under these three types of conditions during
the last three-month period were as follows: “"Other” types of activities occurred about
once during the three months; engagement in sports with the counterpart also occurred
about once during the three months, while the 51 advisors reported having been to the
counterpart s home an average of .28 times for the three-month period.
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The results provide an empirical basis from which to infer what might be the
general kinds of social interaction determinants of PACT scores counterparts receive.
First, several of the *“Gther” types of activities mentioned—also, possibly the participation
in sports together, and very likely the counterpart's willingness to bring the advisor into
his home' * —suggest that these, more than uther kinds of social activities, tend to be of a
person-specific type. It seems reasonable to assume that important judgments are made
by counterparts and advisors in deciding to spend their off-duty time with each other
under these conditions. Secend, the three characteristics are similar in that the inter-
actions can occur only if both the advisor and the counterpart are willing to commit to
each other, in advance, a portion of their future free time. On the assumption that each
typically has available to him alternate and possibly competing ways of spending his
off-duty time, the choice to spend it with each other, if only infrequently, perhaps
reflects a degree of importance that other types of social interactions do not.

Comparison of the Interactions to PACT Scores Advisors Received

These experiences, while apparently special with regard to the PACT scores
advisors give to their counterparts, appear somewhat weaker determinants of the PACT
scores advisors receive. Advisors who reported (C9) having been to the counterpart’s
home received from their ccunterparts an average PACT of 1.8, while those who did not
report the aclivity received a mean of 15.8. Test of the mean difference yields a “‘t”
value of 1.08 wlich is not statistically significant. The direction of the ditference is, of
course, con-stent with the effect the experience appears to have upon PACT scores
counterparts received. Further consistency is observed in the result obtained by coire-
lating the number of times the advisor reports having been to the counterpart’s home and
the PACT score received by the advisor. The obtained coefficient of —.06 is not
significantly different from zero.

The two remaining social int :raction characteristics found relatcd to the PACT
scores counterparts recive appear to have opposite effer’ apoun the PACT scores advisors
receive, although the significance of them as ha ing an; .ifect is open to questioi. In any
event, it is ouserved that advisors who reported {(C2) having engaged in sports and (C3)
“Other” types of social activities with their counterpart tend te receive lower PACT
scores, and the more often they reported the activity to have occurred during the last
three months the lower the PACT score they tend to receive. Advisors, for example, who
reported having engaged in sports with their counterparts received a mean PACT of 14.4,
while a mean of 16.7 was received by those who did not report the activity. Test of the
difference between the means yields a t of 1.07, which is not statistically significant. Tie
product-moment correlation between the frequency of having engaged in sports and the
PACT score received by the advisor is —36 (p<.01). The scatter-diagram suggests,
however, that the coefficient reflects only a few very extreme cases that would tend to
regress toward the mean.

‘ Similar resulls are obtained when the “Other” types of activities are tested;
advisors who reported having engaged in them received an average PACT of 13.5 in

'SKomans, more than Americans, tend to regard their houses as private sanctuaries rescrved
primarily for family functions and ceremonies. Friendly relatives and close friends may visit, but
aggregations of people such as are often found at (ocktail parties in American homes ~re unlikely to be
invited into a Korean home. Because Koreans, morc than Americans, accept 2 more highiv dtferentiated
conceplion of the husband and wife roles and engage in more segregated types of activities, excepl for
family ceremonies and celebrations’ much of the olf-duty social interactions involving Korean males
occar in public restaurants, tea rooms, kisaeng houses, beer halls, and makkoli houses. The choxe
depends largely upon what can be afforded, the person’s social status, the numb:r of persons involved,
and the imporiance of the meeting.
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contrast to a mean PACT of 17.1 received by those who did not report these types of
interactions. Test of the difference yields a t of 1.62 which is not statistically significant.
The product-moment correlation between the frequency with which these aclivities were
reported 10 have occurred and the PACT scores received by advisors is —.28 (p«.05).
However, again the scatter-diagram suggests the effects of a few extreme frequency-
of-interaction scores rather than a consistent trend.

The most supportable and conservalive conclusion to bhe drawn from these
findings seems to be that advisors who report having engaged in ‘“‘special” types of social
activities with their counterparts tend to express significantly greater degrees of willing-
ness to continue working with them, but that the activities, with the exception of visits
to the counterpart’s home, are of a type which tend to elicit different feelings in
counterparts toward their advisors. The findings suggest that Americar. and Korean
military personnel are differentially rewarded by these types of off-duty social activities.

Because these preliminary findings suggest that how they spend their off-duty
time together may have an effect upon the willingness to work together, subsequent
research might profitably focus upon determining the relative preference advisors and
counterparts have for a much wider range of social activities. Similarities and differences
might well contribute to the dev’opment of training objectives, content, orientation
programs, and management policies for advisory personnel. Before that can be done there
is a need to know more specifically what advisors and counterparts communicate to one
another that might account for the apparently opposite effects that intelactions under
these conditions produce.

Interactions Not Significantly Related to PACT Sccures

As noted earlier, about 80% of the social interaction characteristics tested
yielded statistically insignificant results when compared to the PACT scores received by
advisors and counterparts. Brief statements descriptive of those characteristics are listed in
Table 16 approximately in ascending order of the probability that they could have
occurred by chance alone. In some cases, if only a one-tail probabilily estimate had been
used the result would have been significant at the .05 level. Moreover, when the
directions nf the effects that all 15 social interaction characteristics appear to have upon
the PACT scores received by both advisors and counterparts are examined, consistent
similarities are found. Although seven logical outcomes are possible,' ¢ the present
analysis more strongly suggests that only five outcomes exist in these data. Seven of the
characteristics tend to increase the PACT scores for both advisors and counterparts, one
tends to decrease the scores both receive, and four appear to have no effect upon either
of the scores. Thus, 12 of the 15 characteristics (80%) appear to have similar effects
upon both advisors and counterparts, and only three (20%) tend to have opposite effects.

Mutually Facilitative Conditions. The seven characteristics having a facilitative effect
upon both the PACT scores advisors and counterparts received are: (a) (A4-C11) whether
the advisor accepted invitations from ROKA and the number »f them; (b) (A5.C12)
whether the advisor received invitations from ROKA and the number of them;
(c) (A6-C10) whether the counterpart expresses the wish to meet socially more often
with the advisor or as often as has been typical during an average month; (d) (A11-C15)
whether the advisor reported regularly scheduled social or recreational activities with one
or more members of ROKA, their families and friends; (e) (A12.C13) whether the advisor
reported having interacted with the counterpart once or more during the last three

18(1) Characteristic increases both PACT scores; {2) decreases both; (3) increases advisor's and
decreases counterpart's; (4) opposite of 3; (6) increases advisor’s but has no effect upon counterpart’s;
(?) opposite of 5, and (7) has no effect upon either advisor or counterpart.
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months in the advisor’s home, and, of course, the twe significant conditions previously
reported, viz., (f) (A2-C1) whether the advicor had been to the home of the counterpart
and the counterpart’s report (g) (A8-C2) of how oficn during an average month he
interacts socially with the advisor.

These seven conditions, because they suggest the possibility that they may
influence or reflect the development of mutually cohesive relations between advisors and
counterparts—as inferred from relations to PACT scores—should be further investigated in
an attempt to achieve more definitive conclusions.

Mutually Ineffective Conditions. For both arivisors and counterparts gbout 26% of
the comparisons showed an absence of any effect of social interaction characteristics
upon PACT scores. The four characteristics having this in common were: (a) (A7-C4)
total frequency of interaction reported by advisor to have occurred under all types of
conditions; (b) (A13-CT) advisor’s report of number of members of ROKA, their families,
and friends who had been guests of the advisor during the last month; (c) (A14-C8)
advisor’s report of the number of invitations accepted from Kcorean civilians during the
last month to be their guest at a social function; (d) (A15-C6} advisor’s report of the
number of invitations received from Korean civilians during the last month to be their
guest at a social functior. The absence of any apparent effects upon PACT scores by
these social interaction ¢ .iracteristics is not surprising if, as earlier results indicated, the
PACT scores tend to reflect person-specific kinds of interactions rather than social
activities with people in general.

Mutually Inhihitive Condition. Social interactions that occurred unde- only one kind
of condition tend, for both advisors and counterparts, to reduce the size of the PACT
scores each receives from the other. Examination of the PACT scores as a function of
whether the advisor reported (A10-C5) having met with his counterpart once or more
during the last three months in the U.S. Officers’ Club or Mess tends to suggest that such
interactions tend to diminish the willingness of advisors and counterparts to continue
working together. From the six advisors who reported not having met with their
<runterpart urder these conditions counterparts received a mean PACT of 18.7, in
contrast L0 a mean of 17.4 given by the 44 advisors who reported having met under
those conditior:s. Test of the significance of the difference between the means yields a ¢
value of 1.28 which is not statistically significant.

Moreover, the product-moment correlation aefficient computerd between the
total number of times such interactions were reported and the PACT scorc given to the
counterpart does not yield a significant value. In contrast, while the mean difference
between the PACT scores received by advisors who did and did not report meeting with
the counterpart under those conditions is even less significant (16.1 vs. 16.5), computa-
tion of the correlation between the nutnber of times meetings under those conditions
were reported and the PACT scores advisors received yields a coelficient of —.29 (p<.05).
However, the scatter diagram suggests that the relationship between the two sets of scores
is due primarily to a few extreme scores that can be expected to regress toward the
mean. Additional observations and information about these conditions are needed to
achieve 8 more definitive conclusion.

Opposite Trends. Three of the social interaction characleristics tend to have some-
what different effects upon the PACT scores advisors, in contrast to counterparts,
received. Two tend o increase the PACT scores received by counterparts, but to decrease
the size of those received by advisors. Those (A1-C3) and (A2-C1) descriptive of social
aclivities involving sports and ‘‘Other” types of activities have previously been compared.
The report on the effects of social interactions upon PACT scores can be completed by
noting that advisors who report (AQ) having intcracted with their counterpart once or
more during the last three months in a local restaurant tend to give higher PACT scores
to their counterparts (I-test value 1.28), and the number of such interactions correlates
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+.27 with the PACT scores they give. Neither result is statistically significant. Comparison
of the mean PACT scores given by counterparts to advisors who did and did not report
having interacted with them in local restaurants yiclds a t value of .16 and a correlaticn
of —02 with the number of such meetings. Thus, while interactions under these
conditions may tend to influence the PACT scores advisors give, ot even a weak trend is
observed between these interactions and the PACT scores counterparts give.

Interpeetative Summary

PACT scores were not found to be strongly influenced )y the types and frequencies
of social interactions surveyed in this study, with 80% of the tests performed yielding
statistically nonsignificant results. A high degree of similarity was, however, observed in
the directions of effects that many of the social interaction characteristics tended to have
upon the PACT scores both advisors and counterparts received. Sheer frequency of social
interactions between advisors and counterparts appears, in general, to have a somewhat
weaker influence upon PACT scores than the conditions under which the advisor and
counterpart meet off-duty. Present results suggest that social interactions that probably
are of a personspecific nature (individual advisor vis-a-vis individual counterpart) tend to
have the greatest amount of influence upon the PACT scores. Social interactions with
people in general, including Korean civilians, other members of ROKA, their farnilies and
friends tend to have weak but facilitative effects upon the PACT scores advisors give, and
even weaker effects upon the PACT sccres counterparts giva.

Two, of possibly thkree, conditions of social interaction wcre tentatively identified as
having opposite effects upon the ’ACT scores advisors and countcrprris received. While
participation in sports with a counterpart appears to facilitate the advisor’s willingness to
continue working with him, the experience appears to have an opposite effect upon the
counterpart. Why this may be true cannot be answered from the data analyses presently
available—it can only be conjectured that these experiences are more rewarding to
advisors than they are to counterparts.

It is conceivable that t*e sports activities in which the advisors engaged were the
competitive kinds that termi: .ted only vwhen one person had become a ‘‘winner” and the
other a ‘“‘loser.” Presumably, the types of activities in which the present sample of
advisors engaged were those in which their counterpart lost more often than the advisor.

The plausibility of this interpretation is increased when the general status of sports
in Korea is considered. First, the culturally traditional sports in which Americans and
Koreans are taught to engage tend to be different kinds of physical activities. While
Korean athletes who have performed well in international competitions have become
‘‘national heroes” to some segments of the pcpulation, political and economic factors,
both historical and contemporary, have tendeC ! inhibit the development of these heroes
on a scale even remotely approximating the it1; ortance they have played in the sociall-
zation of most American males. In recent years this has tended to change, but Confucian
attitudes and values concerning these kinds of activities certainly are not as promotive of |
the development of achievement strivings as are the values of American culture. Thus, an
advisor who plays golf, handball, tennis, or any number of other sports popular with
Americans may be further confirming his own identity and group membership, though
similar effects may not occur with the counterpart. Thus, to the extent that the advisor's
wish to engage in competitive activities requires the physical presence and participation of
another person, and to the extent that the counterpart fulfills that need and thereby
measures his performance ageinst that of the advisor (also vice versa), interactions under
these conditions might be more rewarding for advisors than they are for counterparts.
This does not explain why counterparts who gave the lowest PACT scores to their
advisors were among those whom advisors identified as having most frequently engaged in
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sports. Why, if these interactions are unrewardiug to them, and if the PACT scores ure
valid indices of their unwillingness to continue working together, do counterparts con-
tinue to participate in these activities?

The findings have served only to suggest an area of advisor-counterpart interactions
that might be profitably explored. The speculations about the findings serve only to
direct attention to the kinds of additional information that might permit empirical
evaluations of the tenability of alternate explanati~us.

The second condition tentatively identifieu as having opposite effects upon the
PACT scores received is really a collection of heterogeneous activities. Again, there is not
enough detailed information aboul the specific characteristics of these types of social
interactions to indicate what, if anything, they have in common, The available evidence
simply shows that counterparts tend to receive higher PACT scores from advisors who
report having gone with them to visit sites of religious or histerical significance to
Koreans, attended beach parties or movies, gone on shopping trips, met in ROKA
ofticers’ clubs and messes, or interacted at office parties. While the data are limited, one
may speculate that what most of these activities may have in common is an unusually
high degree. of personal contact with American advisors under Korean living conditions.

The author recalls, from interviews with advisors and counterparts, reports of
off-duty social interactions that “went sour” under these conditions. Although only a few
such cases were brought to the author’s atlention, in seeking a! least a tentative
explanation for the apparently opposite effects of these experiences upon advisors and
counterparts one can only use what is ava'able. Substituting his own memories for the
more desirable kinds of data from which the finding emerged, the author conjectures that
these opposite effects occur because of the following conditions.

Some counterparts, anticipative of satisfying themselves by means requiring the
participation of an advisor, agree and arrange to accompany the advisor into the local
culture to a degree that the advisor probably would not do without the presence of a
Korean known to him. Adviscrs® reaciions to the conditions, then directly observable to
the counterpart, ara sometimes not as pleasing to the counterpart as he may have
unconsciously assvumed they would be or hoped th:um to be. Some counterparts,
apparently eager to get to know their advisor ciiside of his official capacity or avail

" themselves of the logistics he may be able to provide, agree to serve something akin to

the role of tourist guide for the advisor, perhaps expecting the experience to be equally
rewarding t» both. Unfortunately, the oppo:tunity that these experiences provide for
“testing of reality” by advisors and counterparts, at least occasionally, yields feedback
that tends to discornfirm their expectations and introduces into their relationship a more
uncomfortable degree of dissonance for counterparts than for advisors.

For cxample, the author recalls one advisor who eagerly accepted an invitation from
a counterpart to take a trip, by jeep, to a remote mountain village to participate in a
ceremony marking the completion of a civic action project. Knowing it was a long trip,
the advisor had a box lunch prepared for himself. The counterpart and Korean driver had
assumed that lunch would be taken at a Korean inn midway in the journey'. The advisor
reported no visibly unfavorable reaction from his counterpart as he ate his \r.erican box
lunch in the inn while the counterpart ordered standard Korean fare, but it seems
plausible that the advisor wa, communicating to his counterpart his unwi, ingness to eat
Korean food, and that the counterpart was templed to conclude that his : dvisor regarded
the food as somehow “inferior” to his accustomed food.

Any allowances that the counterpart might have made during lunch were probably
dispelled when, after the ceremony, the threesome checked into an inn where, prior to
retiring, they ordered supper. The advisor was suddenly and without any desensitizing
experiences confronted by the necessity of having to select an indigenous food. Though
he asked his counterpart about the contents and preparation of each dish, he felt
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uncomfortable about eating any of them and refused thern all, communicating further
rejection of foods highly regarded by his counterpart. The advisor solved the problem of
his hunger by correctly assuming that there was probably a chicken available, but
incorrecily assuiaing that fried chicken in Kotea is about the same as fried chicken
anywhete else in the world. (At this point the counterpart was probably feeling some-
what relieved that his advisor would not go hungry until he returned to his post.) Instead
of a plump, crispy, golden brown chicken of the sort he had enjoyed stateside since
childhood, Le was served a small, emaciated bird too tough to cut easily. Hunger and a
wish to avoid further rejection of the available food combined to motivate him o strip
the legs and other easily scrulinized areas of the vird. Though hard'y with a full stomach,
he was able to go to sleep knowing that he had had at least something resembling what
he expected even if the degree of conformity was perhaps more symbolic than
nourishing.

By dawn, however, hunger began to dominate his awareness and he had an over-
wheliming desire for a hearty breakfast. Expecting the worst, but wishing for the best, he
waited for breakfast to be served. As he sat in his room thinking perhaps of steak and
eggs at the Officers’ Club the maid slid open the door and presented him with his
breakfast—the cold carcass of the chicken he had incompletely eaten the night before,
with only the viscera and entrails left to be eaten! The advisor’s instantaneous feeling ot
revulsion quickly, but incompletely, became dispersed by an insight: “I'm probably the
only American she has ever served. She was aware I would not eat the kind of food she
ordinarily serves to Koreans. Last night she learned that I liked fried chicken. Some
Koreans eat pretty much the same menu at each meal of the day. Not knowing what else
might please me, she made what she thought would be the safest choice and returned to
me for breakfast what I did not finish last night.”

During the long drive back over the rugged mountain roads, his stomach gnawed
away a1 his composure and patience. Surely his counterpart must have fuit that a
potentially very special kind of outing together had been dampened by the advisor’s
rejection of Korean customs conceraing food. It is unlikely that this particular counter-
paxt will initiate future interactions with advisors under these conditions. That he might
frel there are irreconcilable differences between them and that this might have influvaced
his answers to the questions from which a PACT score was obtained is possible enough.
The outcome of the dashed expectations is unfortunate for it is pessible to guide and
inform advisors so they can manage the interpersonal aspects of these situations in ways
that minimize the probability of alienating counterparts.

Korean foods are not, by any means, the only aspects of counterparts’ lives 1o
which advisors may inadvertently react in ways that communicate to counterparts a
rejection. The author recalls a counterpart who, several years after the incident, relived
his feelings when, following a hot suramer afternoon of fishing with his advisor, they
stopped at a country inn to gquench their thirst. Makkoli'? is a beverage enjoyed by
innumerable generations of Koreans, especially when it is cooled and drunk in warm
weather, much as many American tnales enjoy a cold bottle of beer after having mowed
the lawn on a hot day. Unforlunately, makkoli seems to hit. different spots depending
upon whether it goes into a Korean or an American mouth and “tomach.

It is not known whether the advisor had ever had an oppo1 nity to become familiar
with makkoli and the other iniportant aspects of the situation in which his reactions were
being monitored directly by his counterpart. ‘he counterpart’s recollection was that the
advisor seemed to feel threatened by the consequences he imagined would result from

17 pakkoli is an undistilled, fermented rice liquor. It has, roughly, the cotor and viscosily of shim
milk. but the texture of a non<olloidal suspension such es a dilute milk of magnesia. The ‘‘chalky”
Q saxture Jeaves, at least in the author's mouth, an astringent sensation of the sort produced by alum.
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drinking the beverage, and disappointed that the inn had no other, more familiar
beverage. Though the counterpart, at a low level of awareness, seemed to sense the
advisor’s feelings, what achieved prominence in his consciousness was his owi anger at
having had his hospitality rejected. What had, until that moment, been an afternoon
pleasantly spent with the advisor suddenly ““went sour’ as the advisor sat waiting for his
counterpart and another ROKA officer to finish the pot of makkoli. Though they wished
to order another pot, they deferred to the discomfort of the advisor, returned to the jeep
and sped across the dusty country roads to the advisor’s BOQQ where he could, without
uneasiness, quench his thirst.

The counterpart, still smarting from the rebuff, wondered aloud years later, “'If you
Americans dislike our customs so much, why do you send advisors here?” That these
feelings might have influenced the way in which he answered the questions from which
his PACT score was derived would not be surprising.

The anecdotes bring into view an important difference between American military
persotinel (shared by many of their civilian compatriots) and their counterparts in the
armies of East Asia. There are many correlates of the difference, but the essential
element consists of the emphasis that is given to achieving and preserving a state of
mental harmony. Koreans, more than Americans, permit each other to experience con-
tentment with themselves. For many Koreans, the freedom to experience autochthonous
mental states is an inalienable, inviolate, and defensible right. Achievement of them is a
cultural ideal, acquired through individually unique arrangements of ihe self in relation to
situations and people, properly embellished with wish-fulfilling self-images that smooth
the roughness of reality. When this condition has been achieved, the person’s morale is
high, his self-esteem is strong, he feels peaceful and secure. In Korea, the feelings, mood,
and affective tone that are experienced as a function of all these factors are referred to as
one's “kibun.” It is a concept which advisors are wisely counseled to study and
understand for they can damage or nurture their counterpart’s kibun.' ®

Because the kibun represents the mixture between circumstances as observable by
others and the inferences that are drawn from them by the individual and his affective
reaction to the inferences, other people can either assist or frustrate the attainment of
the desired mental state by agreeing or disagreeing with the inferences and wishes. People
who facilitate attainment of it may, in time, become regarded as true friends. People who
callously ignore the kibun or lack the perspicacity required to correctly understand the
inferences and feelings that are being drawn from circumstances will be rejected or may
even come to be regarded as enemics. Koreans, of course, do disturb each other’s kibun
occasionally.

Superiors can, under some conditions, ¢isturb the kibun of their subordinates with
less impunity than subordinates can. Thus, if an American advisor appears to feel free to
disturb the kibun of his counterpart he is seen as behaving in a manner that implies,
among other things, that he feels superior to the counterpart. Acts of this type, perhaps
more than any other single class, create a degree of disscnance in the advisor-counterpart
relationship that counterparts regard as inexcusable. The joy of having a good kibun
requires the cooperation of others, so if one seeks to attain a good kibun, one first leams
to select his associates carefully.

Koreans also make fallible judgments, but the observed relations between advisors’
descriplions of counterparts’ personal lraits and the PACT scores they received from
them lend credence to the belief that Korean males have developed “nunchi,”'? or the

'8For an insightful description of the concept of “‘kibun’ the reader is directed to Paul S. Crane,
Korean I .tterns (18).
19 Literally “eye messuring,

»

scenting,” and “'suspecl.”
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indirect ‘‘sizing up” of others, and act upon those inferences to an extent greater than
American military personnel.

If advisors seek to establish and develop a continuing relationship to Korean
counterparts, they must develop the requisite skills and observe certain rules of conduct
designed to safeguard their counterpart’s kibun. American society is not geared to
produce the kinds of socialization experiences that are required to fulfill these expecta-
tions held by counterparts. The dernands of an industrialized, mass-production economy
together with the development of vast bureaucracies feced with the organization of huge
numbers of strangers into efficient work forces has required the suppression of the kibun.
The efficient control of large numbers requires the individual to sacrifice his temperament
to comply with standardized policies and regulations thal were enginesred without regard
to any particular person’s kibun. The material standard of living in such a society can be
very high ard many are willing to pay the costs, often without awareness of them.

Counterparts, having been socinlized under circumstances that make it unnecessary F
to protect kibun with armor-plate, living under conditions that do not generally offer as 3
much compensation {o them for surrender of their kibun as the advisor receives, will 3
continue to resist efforts by advisors to enforce rompliance to impersonally derived and |
administered rules. Attempts to force compliance will produce bruises. The advisor’s
management of these differences requires skills that training programs may help to
develop.

Experiences of this type are probably less important for advisors because they are i
the cgents of rejection rather than the recipients; they may feel uncomfortable and
vaguely uneasy, but they do not feel rejected and angered. Had it been possible to
interview the particular advisor who had refused the makkoli the counterpart had
purchased and offered to him, his 1nemories of that day might only have included the
fishing expecriences. For him, the experience may have been unique and, because of its
uniqueness and the tour-guide service of the counterpart, engendered a favorable impres-
sion of the particular counterpart. )

Social interactions occurring under two additional types of conditions remain to be
commented upon. Interactions under one of them tend to be mutually facilitative, while
the other tends to be mutually inhibilive of the development of cohesion. 4s was
previously noted, advisors who have been invited to their counterpart's home give, and
alsn tend to receive, significantly higher PACT scores than those who have not. This is
consistent with the generalizations that: (a) PACT scores tend to register perscn-specific
types of social interactions more than they reflect either the frequency of interactions or
social interactions involving Koreans other than a particular counterpart; and (b) they
seem to reflect the unique more than the common kinds of person-specific types of
interactions.

Again, lack of detailed information hobbles attempts to select between altemate
explanations of why person-specific interactions occurring in the counterpart’s home
should be mutually facilitative while “Other’” types have opposite effects upon PACT
scores—it can only be conjcctured that the interactions within the counterpart's home are
approximately equally rewarding to both. Additionally, counterparts probably invite into
their homes only those advisors whon they believe are interested in observing a Korean
home at first hand and in becoming acquainted with the counterpart’s family, and who
are unlikely to reject tha food, drink, and hospitality offered. Such advisors confirm their
counterpart’s wish to have reflected o them, by Americans as well as Koreans, that their
standards and customs of living are acceptable.

What seems important is that some counterparts apparently believe that the risks,
costs, and inconveniences polentially resulting from inviting an advisor to their home do
rot outweigh the immediaste and potential rewards. Because they tend to give higher
PACT scores after having interacted will, the advisor in their home, it is inferred that
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their expectations are met. The fact that this seems not to occur in the “Other”
conditions may reflect a lack of accurate screening by counterparts of advisors who are
likely to accommodate themselves to the indigenous living conditions in an inoffensive
way. The difference may reflect the counterpart’s greater degree of control in his own
home over the foodstuffs and the comforts that are offered to the advisor, adapting
Korean customs to accommodate the preferences of his advisor.

Because these experiences tend to mutually facilitate the development of cohesive
relations, it wculd seem justifiable to pursue in greater depth the factors asscciated with
the decisions to invite advisors intc their homes. A possible finding might be that
counterparts who extend invitations differ from those who do not with regard to factors
unrelated to characteristics of the advisors—for example, in rank, wealth, and general
standard of livin., or with regard to the distance an- inconvenience of travel from where
the advisor and counterpart work to the counterpart’s home. Until more refined and
complete comparisons are possible, the present findings can only serve to suggest an area
of advisor-counterpart relations that may reward efforts to advance understanding of
them—including determining to what extent the perconal traits and role behaviors of
advisors and counterparts are related to the counterpart’s decision.

The second condition, one which may have a mutually inkibitive effect upon the
formation of cohesiveness (if it has any effect at all), consists of interactions advisors
reported having cccurred in U.S. officers’ clubs and messes. All but six advisors reported
having met with their courterpart under those conditions once or more during the last
three months, on an average of about two and one-half times. Because of the relatively
high frequency and commonness of the experience, compared to those conditions found
significantly related to PACT scores, it would be expected that such meetings would not
be significantly related to PACT scores; this is, in fact the case. However, the direction of
the effects that these experiences seem to have is sufficiently curious to tempt one to
speculate.

Advisors who reported having met with their counterpart under these conditions
both give and receive PACT scores that tend to be lower than those given and received
by advisors who report not having met with their counterpart under these conditions.
While the mean difference between PACT scores received by advisors who did and did
not report such meetings is best regarded as zero, a correlation coefficient of —.29
(p<.05) is obtained between the number of times the meetings occurred and the PACT
score the advisor reccived. The correlation between the number of meetinegs and the
PACT scores advisors gave is not significant, but the difference between the means for
the two groups yields a ¢ of 1.28 which, while not significant, could have occurred by
chance alone about 10% of the time (one-tail test).

This finding, coupled with the low but significant negative correlation between the
number of such interactions and the PACT scores advisors received, makes one hesitant
{o conclude that these interactions simply have no effect upon PACT scores. Admittedly,
if a new sample of advisors and counterparts were surveyed, this relationship might
evaporate. Compared to the types of conditions that have been found significantly
associated with PACT scores, meetings in U.S. officers’ clubs and messes may tend tn
differ. While lack of information about these interactions precludes empirical tests of
alternate explanations, conjecture based upon limited personal observation indicates what
types of information are needed.

It is the author’s impression that many of the interactions at clubs and messes,
depending upon the particular geographical location of the advisors and counterparts,
occur during “‘on-duty” periods, especially lunch time, and reflect decisions based upen
convenience. Thus, the decision to spend time together under those conditions probably
reflects few of those factors that enter into the development of a s .lingness or
Q
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unwillingness to continue working together for a large majority of advisors and
counterparts.

Moreover, it is the author’s impression that the interactions that do take place
within the clubs, but more especially the messes, are less person-specific types of
interactions than those occurring under other condiiions. Ordinarily, tables within the
messes accommodate four or more persons and are usually occupied. Thus, the inter-
actions between the specific advisors and counterparts whose PACT scores are the basis
of the present analyses were determined, in part, by others seated at the table.

Interactions that occur in the clubs may or may not be similar, and allowance needs
to be made for the possibility that they are different. Any future efforts to determine
whether interactions under these conditions have any effects upon PACT scores should
allow for separate analyses of club interaclions.

Present data are adequate only in the sense that they tend to suggest that inter-
actions under these conditions are not productive, and may be counterproductive, of
cohesiveness. If they are counterproductive, it would secm justifiable to attempt to
achieve a better understanding of what specific components of the conditions have these
effects.

Biographical Characteristics

This section presents the results of tests performed to determine whether PACT
scores register variations among advisors and counterparts with regard to certain bio-
graphical characteristics. Both groups provided information on their current status (e.g.,
age and rank) as well as on a number of historical features (e.g., time spent in the United
- States and previous advisory duty) of a biographical nature. PACT scores that advisors
and counterparts received or gave were tested for possible relationships to these charac-
teristics in order to determine which, if any, must be considered in interpreting the
meaning of those scores. The general question to which these tests were addressed was,
“To what extent, if any, do PACT scores reflect characteristics of advisors and counter-
parts that are consistent or inconsistent with an interpretation of them as estimates of
their willingness to continue working together?”

The 17 biographical characteristics that were tested are listed in Table 17 in
approximately ascending order of the probability that the results associated with the
PACT scores counterparts received could have occurred by chance alone. Each character-
istic is, additionally, ranked approximately in terms of the probability that it has no
effect upon the PACT scores advisors received.

Comparison of the position that each characteristic has in relation to the PACT
scores advisors and counterparts received indicates that there is very little agreement. The
comparison is, however, meaningless because none of the 19 characteristics that were
tested for relationships to PACT scores advisors received yielded statistically significant
results. Only two characteristics (C1, an attribute of advisors, and 2, of counterparts)
yield results thal even approach statistical significance.?® Although it is possible to
conceive of them as having a common element, their effects upon the PACT scores, if
any, tend to be in opposite directions.

For example, the six advisors who reported (C1) having had one or more previous
MAP assignments received, on the average, a PACT score of 12.7 in contrast to a mean of
16.7 received by the 46 advisors who reported not having had such previous experience.
On the other hand, the 36 counterparts who reported (C2) having attended school in the
United States gave their advisors a inean PACT score of 16.6, in contrast to the mean of
12.2 given by the five counterparts who reporied not having been schooled in the U.S.

3%Gijven the present sample sizes, had a one-tail lest of significance been used, these results could

l:lillc(occuned by chance alone aboul 10% of the tirac as - stimated by the Cochran-Cox ° tesl.
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Table 17
PACT Scores Tested for Relations to Biographical Characteristics
Ranked Inporian e
- Characteristic Questionnaire
Counterpart Advisor * Source
Received Received
Al {C3)b- < Whethzr or not advisor had non-MAAG experience
advising foreign nationals. ATGQ 9
A2® (C1)e Whether or not advisor had had prior MAP
' assignments. ATOQ 8
(A3)= ¢ co Whether or not counterpart held the rank of
lieutenant colonel. ABI-V-1
(Ag)eec Cl6 Rhether or not advisor held the rank of major. ATOQ 2
A5 cu Advisor's age. ATOQ 3
A6 C5 Advisor's tolal nonths experience working with
{oreign nationals. ATOQ 10
AT Cl5 Whether or not advisor was accompenied by
dependents in KMAG. MAPAQ 17a
A8 C4 Whether or not counterpart had ever bezen in the
United States. ABI-V-6
A9 Cc2 Whether or not counterpart had ever attended
school in the United S-ates. ABI-V-8
Al0 C14 Number of months advisor expects to remain in
KMAG. ATOQ 7b
All C13 Number of munths counterpart spent in school
ir. United States. ABI-V-9
Al2 (0] Tutal number of KMAG advisors with whom
countespart has worked. ABI-V-1
Al3 C? Counterpart's age. ABL-V-2
A Cs Number of months advisor had completed an
current tour of duty in KMAG. ATOQ Ta
Al5 cn Number of months counterpart spert in USA. ABI-V.7
Al6 Ci12 Total number of months counterpatt has had
KMAG advisors assigned to him. ABE-Y-10
Al7 C1? Advisor's KMAG organizational element. ABI-I1-3
*Characteristics that yield significant dillcrences betneen PACT scores.
: None of the characteristics tested ylelded signiticant differences.
¢ ) indicates an inverse relation belween size of PACT sc r - and score derisved from the
charactcristic,

Because similar characteristics (C2, 4, 6, 6, 11, 12, 13) are found unrelaicd to the
PACT scores advisors received, the most tenable conclusion appears to be thetl these
cheracterstics of advisors nnd counterparts 1,ced not be considered when aitempling to
define the meaning of these PACT scoves.
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Evidence indicative of relations between biographical characteristics of advisors and
counterparts and the PACT scores counterparts received was obtained from four of the
17 tests performed. Three of the characteristics are attributes of advisors, only one of
counterparts. In general, it appeais that advisors who have had the experience of advising
foreign nationals prior to their present assignment in KMAG give significantly higher
?ACT scores to their counterparts than those who have not had this type of military
experience. The 10 advisors, for example, who reported (A1) having had non-MAAG type
of experience adviting foreign nationals gave a mean PACT score to their counterparts of
19.8 in contrast to the mean of 17.0 given by advisors who reported not having had this
kind of experience (Cochran-Cox ¢, p<.01). Second, the five advisors who reported (A2)
having had prior MAP experience gave a mean PACT score to their counterparts of 19.5
in contras’ to a mean of 17.3 given by the 45 advisors who reported not having had this
kind of experience {Cochran-Cox ¢, p<.01).

Although these tests indicate that past experience similar to the advisors’ present
KMAG assignments tends to facilitate their willingness to continue working together, it
should be noted that similar characteristics do not. For example (A6), while a correlation
coefficient of +.33 is obtained between the number of months of experience that
experienced advisors have had working with foreign nationals and the PACT scores they
gave to their counterparts, the coefficient, based upon only 15 advisors, is not signifi-
cantly different from zero. Nor (Ald4) is a significant relation observed between the
number of months the advisor has completed on his preseat tour in KMAG and the
PACT score he gives to his counterpart. Thus what seems to make a difference is not the
amount of « :perience the advisor has h~d, but rather whether he has had any similar
kinds of experience. It is unknown whether these experienced advisors were selected
because of outstanding work in previous acvisory assignments or if they simply repiesent
an unselected sample of experienced advisors. Interpretation of the PACT scores in terms
of this finding depends upon knowing which of these alternatives is generally true.

Present evidence indicates that military rank, or unknown factors associated with it,
tends to have an effect vpon the PACT scores counterparts receive. Two lines of evidence
converge to support this conclusion. Firet, counterparts who reported (A3) holding the
rank of lieutenant colone! received a mean PACT score of 11.6 which is significantly
different (Multiple Range Test, p<.05) from mean PACT scores received by counterparts
holding all other ranks. Those PACT scores ranged from 16.4 for counterparts with the
rank of major to a mean of 20 received by the three major generals included in the
study. Second, advisors who reported (A4) holding the rank of major gave to counter-
parts a mean PACT score of 14.7 which is significantly different (Multiple Range Test,
p<.05 frora the mean PACT scores associated with all other ranks. Those mean PACT
scores ranged from 17.1 given by captains to 19.3 given by colonels. Since it seems
probable that advisors with the rank of major most likely were judging counterparts with
the rank of lieuteriant colonel, the evidence is consistent in identifying advisors with the
rank of major as being less willing to continue working with their counterparts than
advisors holding other ranks.

Obviously, no causal or other kind of relatinnship exists between the type of rank
insignia that an advisor weais and his willingnes to continue working with counterparts.
The specific component associated with being a major that influences the PACT scores
counterparts receive is unknown. While it is conceivable that the “causal” component is a
factor associated with having & counterpart with the rank of lieutenant colonel, the
relation cannot be demonstrated or clarified with presently available data. Additional
information is needed to determine whethor this finding is replicable ¢s well as to select
between alteinate interpretations of the finding.

Except for previous experience advising foreign nationals, and something associated
with the rank ol major, the PACT scores received by both advisors and countetrparts are
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free from influence by the remaining 13 biographical churacteristics of advisors and
counterparts that were tested. Neither the advisor’s 1.or the counterpart’s age (A5-C10)
seems to have an effect. Whether the advisor is or is not (A7-C15) accompanicd by
dependents in KMAG infliences neither the PACT score he receives nor the score he
gives. The advisor’s (A17-C17) organizational element or unit membership appears to
influence neither, although the mean PACT scores advisors gave ranged from a low of
15.2 in one unit to a high of 19.5 in another. PACT scores advisors received ranged from
a low of 11.5 in one unit to a high of 18.3 in another. With the possible exception of
C1, PACT scores given and received seem uninfluenced by whether the counterpart has
(A8-C4) ever been to the United States, (A9-C2) whether he attended school there, and
(A15-C11) the total number of months spent in the States and {A11-C13} in school.

Results obtained from the analysis of social interaction characteristics indicated the
importance of person-specific factors as determinants of the PACT scores. Present results,
obtained from the analysis of biographical factors, tend to support the previous con-
clusion. PACT scores are uninfluencrd by (A12-C6) the total number of advisors with
whom the counterpart has worked in the past and (A16-C12) the total number of
mc ths over which he has had cdvisors assigned to wim. Similarly, PACT scores are
uninfluenced by (A14-C8) the total number of months the advisor has completed on his
current tour of duty in KMAG. Thus, 2l of these extraneous, non-person-specific factors
may be excluded from interpretation of the meaning of the PACT scores.

Conclusions

PACT scores adviscrs and counterparts received were largely found (o be unrelated
to the types of biographical characteristics tested in this study. This observation
illustrates one of the merits of the method. While it is conceivable that all 17 <haracter-
jstics tested may contribute to the developnent of cohesive advisor-counterpart relations,
the finding that none have significant effects upon the PACT scores advisors received and
that only two appcar to influence the PACT scores counterparts received greatly
simplifies definition of the meaning of the scores.

The ability of the PACT scores to discriminate between experienced and
inexperienced advisors tends to add to the probable validity of the method. Yet, the
failure of this difference to affect the PACT scores received from counterparts raises
questions. Indeed, present data suggest that counterparts are less likely to express a
willingness to continue working with advisors with prior experience advising foreign
nationals or who have had previous MAP assignments. Why this should be is unclear, hut
if the finding can be replicated it should be of interest to those with responsibility for
selecting, assigning, training, and managing advisors. If the PACT method has tke validity
that past analyses have suggested, then with regard to this finding it may have served a
potentially useful diagnostic function.

Much the same can be said of the finding that advisors with the rank of major tend
to give significantly lower PACT scores and counterparts with the rank of lieutenan.
colonel tend to receive sigrificantly lower PACT scores. Exactly what PACT scores are
registering about these personnel is unknown in the light of available information. The
present diagnosis must be tentative, subject to independent confirmation and, if upheld,
preferably explained on the basis of empirically established relalions to obscrvations
relevani to testing the tenability of alternate explanations.
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Major findings from the study concerning both methodological and substantive
results are briefly described below. In order to better evaluate and understand the
conclusions, results concerning the reliability of the PACT scores, and the extent to
which they are reciprocated, and the results of various approaches assessing their validity
are first described. Social interaction characteristics and biographical characteristics of
advisors and counterparts found related or unrelated to the PACT scores are then listed.

RELIABILITY OF THE PACT SCOR:cS

Estimates of the reliabilities of the distributions of PACT scores advisors and
counterparts gave to one another both Vyield coefficients of .95, thus indicating {a) an
extremely high degree of consistency in the responses given to the 20 items in each form,
and {b) no difference between advisors and counterparis in this characteristic.

RECIPROCATION OF THE PACT SCORES

Approximately two-thirds of the advisors and counterparts, under cormpletely
independent circumstances, expressed roughly equal degrees of willingness to continue
working with each other. Most of the two-thirds indicated a willingness, with only about
6% expressing an unwillingness to continue working together. About 35% of the pairs of
advisors and counterparts did not, even roughly, share the same level of willingness or
unwillingness to continue workiing together.

VALIDITY OF THE PACT SCORES

In this section, the major results obtained from several different approaches to the
assessment of the PACT score validilies are discussed.

Content Validity

Faclor analyses of the item intercorrelations within each of the PACT forms yield a
single unrotsted factor upon which the median item loads to the extent of .78 for
advisors and .76 for counterparts. The first unrotated factor extracted from each matrix
of intercorrelations accounts, in both the advisor and counterpart forms, for more than
650% of the variance. Factor scores derived from only the first rotated factor account, in
both the advisor and counterpart forms, for approximately one-third of the total 1aw
PACT score variance.

The second retsted factor from the advisor’s form and the third rotated fecior from
the counterpart’s form each ac-ounts for roughly an additional one-third of the total 1aw
PACT score varience. Indices of faclorial similarity between the three pairs of rotated
factors correlating most highly with the PACT scores are sll positive and range from .65
to .83. Examination of the literal characterisiics of the items defining each of the several
major factors yields evidence that affirms the research objective of sampling variations
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between advisors and counterparts with regard to their willingness to continue working
together. Comparison of the factors extracted from the advisor’s and counterpart’s forms
yields evidence indicative of highly similar contents.

Construct Validity

Factor analyses of the advisors’ and counterparts’ Interpersonal Attraction matrices,
each based upon 38 trait scales, yield three major factors each. Indices of factorial
similarity indicate the two sets of factors are substantially similar in content. Advisors’
and counterparts’ first factors are both descriptive of the rater’s evaluation of his
co-worker’s competence, industriousness, and productivity, The counterparts’ first factor
includes, in addition, judgments related to several facets of their current advisor’s
character.

The character traits most salient to counterparts’ evaluations of advisors include his
trustworthiness, sincerity, and ability and motisation to establish and maintain harmo-
nious interpersonal relations to them. Advisors, more than counterparts, appear to
compartmentalize or treat in a discrete fashion the task and social types of competencies
of co-workers, while counterparts tend to give more holistic types of descriptions of
advisors. Factor scores computed from the advisors’ first rotated factor correlate .30 with
the PACT scores they gave to counterparts. Factor scores computed from the counter-
paris’ first rotated factor correlate .73 with the PACT scores they gave to advisors. None
of the factor scores computed from the two remaining pairs of rotated factors yield
coefficients that account for as much as 10% of the PACT score variance.

Estimates of advisors’ and counterparts’ interpersonal attraction, based upon com-
parisons between descriptions of actual co-workers and their conceptions of most- and
least-preferred kinds of co-workers, correlale significantly with the PACT scores they give
to their current co-workers. Specifically, fa)the more an advisor judges his current
counterpart to be different from his conception of a most-preferred American co-worker,
the less likely he is to give that counterpart a high PACT score, and (b) advisors’
conceptions of either a most- or least-preferred Korean co-worker have no demonstrable
effect upon the PACT scores they give to their current counterparts, nor do their
conceptions of a least-preferred American co-worker.

However, (c) advisors who judge their current counterpart to be very different from
their conceptions of either a most-preferred American or Korean co-worker are less likely
to receive from their counterparts high PACT scores, and {(d)advisors who judge their
current counterpart to be very different from their conception of a least-preferred
American co-worker are, on the average, more likely to receive from their counterpaits a
high PACT score.

PACT scores that counterparis give to advisors vary as a function of how similar
they judge their advisor to be relative to their conceptions of most- and least-preferred
Korean co-workers, but not relative to their conceptions of American co-worker: defining
those types. Specifically, (e)the most highly significant result to emerge from this
analysis irdicates that counterparts who view their advisor as differing greatly from their
conception of a most-preferred Korean co-worker tend, on the average, to give lower
PACT scores to those advisors. Conversely, (f}counterparts who view their current
advisor as differing greatly from their conception of a least-preferred Korean co-worker,
but not American, tend, on the average, to give higher PACT scores to their advisors.

Finally, (g) whereas advisors' descriptions of the personal traits of counterparts were
found related to the PACT scores counterparts gave to them, no significant relations are
obscrved between how favorably or unfavorably counterparts described the personal traits
of their advisors and the PACT scores advisors gave to their counterparts.
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The construct validity of the PACT method was additionally assessed by determining
whether the scores derived from it varied as a function of advisors' and counterparts’
satisfaction with the ways in which they enacted their respective roles. As groups,
advisors and counterparts are remarkably siinilar in ‘erms of proportions of role behaviors
with which they were or were not satisfied. Advisors and counterparts appear satisfied
with an average of nearly three-fourths of the role behaviors against which they judged
one another. Advisors and co.anterparts are highly similar in that both groups judged
about 13-14% of the behaviors to occur more often, and an equal percentage to occur
less often, than desirable.

Seven of the eight tests relating PACT scores to critical role behaviors yielded results
that confirmed predictions based upon the assumed vaiidity of the method and the
effects of role performance upon cohesiveness, It was found that PACT scores counter
parts gave to advisors correlated (a) +.60 with the percentage of advisory critical role
behaviors they judged to occur as otten as desirable, (b) —64 with the percentage of
advisory critical role behaviors they judged should occur more than was typical, (¢} —.47
with the percentage of advisory critical role behaviors they judged should occur less often
than was typical, and (d)—.61 with the total percentage of combined behaviors they
judged should occur either more or less often than was typical. All four of the
coefficients are significantly different from zero (p<.01).

Three of the four tests relating PACT scores advisors gave to counterparts to their
evaluations of the adequacy with which their counterparts enacted their roles were found
significantly different from zero {p<.01). It was found that PACT scores advisors gave to
counterparts correlated (a) +.41 with the percentage of counterpart critical role behaviors
they judged to occur as often as desirable, (b) —.50 with the percentage of counterpart
critical role behaviors they judged should occur more often than was typical, and
(c) —.40 with the total percentage of combined behaviors they judged should occur either
more or less often than was typical. The coefficient of — 27 observed between the PACT
scores advisors gave and the percentage of counterpart critical role behaviors that they
felt should occur less often than was typical is not significantly different from zero.

It was 2lso found that counterparts’ expressions of satisfaction and di:satisfaction
with their advisnrs’ critical role behaviors were significanl.y related to the PACT scores
they received from their advisors. Correlations between the two sets of scores yield
moderate coefficients that all are significantly different from zero (p<.05). For example,
it is observed that the PACT scores counterparts received were correlated (a) +.34 with
the percentage of advisory behaviors they judged to occur as often as was appropriate
and desirable, (b) —31 with Lhe percentage of advisory behaviors they judged should
occur more often than was typical, (c) —.29 with the percentage of advisory behaviors
they judged should occur less often than was desirable, and (d) —.33 with the percentage
of more and less often behaviors combined. Parallel relationships were observed between
the PACT scores counterparts gave lo their advisors and their advisors’ expressions of
satisfaction and dissatisfaction with them concerning counterpart critical role behaviors.
However, none of the relationships are, given the present sample size, significantly
different from zero at the .05 level.
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Criterion-Related Validity
PACT scores advisors gave to counterparts were found related to the following
characteristics of the work in which they engaged:

(1) Source of information judged by the advisor to have been most important
in his decision to make the changes recommended to his counterpart. 1t appears that
advisors with the grealest freedom of choice in selecting and defining the changes that
would be attempted gave, on the average, higher PACT scores to counterparts than

x advisors who had less autoromy.
v
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(2) Frequency advisor reports having met with counterpart to effect the
changes he sought. In general, advisors who reported having met with their covunterpart
two to three times per week or more gave, on the average, higher PACT scores than
advisors who reported meeting the counterpart less often.

(3) Percentage of duty time advisor devoted to advisory work. A moderate, but
statistically significant, correlation is observed between this characteristic of the advisor’s
job and the PACT score he gave to his counterpart.

(4) Number of hours advisor reported spending with counterpart during last
month for official business. A low, but statistically significant, relationship is observed
between this characteristic and the PACT score he gave to his counterpart.

(5) Length of thine progress toward accomplishing the changes the advisor
sought was delayed by obstacles. Advisors who reported delays of more than one month
tended, on the average, to give lower PACT scores to their counterparts than those who
reported shorter delays.

(6) Advisor’s reported satisfaction with the progress that had been made
toward accomplishing the changes he sought. In genera), advisors who reported some
degree of satisfaction with the progress tended, on the average, to give higher PACT
scores to their counterparts than advisors who reported some degree of dissatisfaction.

(7) Advisor’s evaluation of his counterpart’s general military competence.
Advisors who jadged that less than 40% of American officers could excel their counter-
part’s general level of military competence gave above-average PACT scores more
frequently than advisors who judged their counterparts could be excelled by 60% or more
of American officess.

PACT scores advisors gave to their counterparts were found unrelated to the
following characteristics of the work in which they were engaged:

(1) Advisor’s judgment concerning his primary role concerns. PACT scores
advisors gave to their counterparts appear not to have been significantly inftuenced by
whether they were primarily concerned with (a) monitoring their counterpart’s participa-
tion in the MAP, (b) procuring funds, supplies, materials, and so forth, for consumption
by the counterpart, {c) providing technical know-how on the acquisition, storage, use,
maintenance, andfor disposal of equipment or supplies, or (d) developing or modifying
plans, policies, and regulations.

(2) Advisor’s estimate of the degree to which he and his counterpart were in
agreement, from the start, concerning the desirability of making the changes recom-
mended by the advisor.

(3) Advisor’s judgment of whether ROKA, KMAG, or both had primary
responsibility for the obstacles that were encountered.

(4) Advisor’s judgment of the relative amount of work done by his counterpart
and ROKA to effect the changes he had recommended.

(5) Advisor’s judgment of how well his counterpart managed his subordinates.

(6) Whether the changes the advisor had recommended had been accomplished.

(7) Advisor’s estimate of the total number of hours he had devoted to working
on making the changes he had recommended.

(8) Advisor’s estimate of the total number of hours he had spent in face-to-
face contact with his counterpart to effect the changes he had recommended.

PACT scores counterparts gave to advisors were found related to the following
cnaracteristics of the work in which they engaged:

(1) Counterpart’s beliefs about the primary concerns of his advisor. Counter-
parts who regarded their advisors as being primarily concerned with monitoring requests
from ROKA or ROKA’s use and/or disposal of U.S. funds, supplies, and/or equipment
gave significantly lower PACT scores to those advisors than counterparis who regarded
) ' advisor as being primarily concerned with other matters.
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(2) Average frequency per month the counterpart repcrted having inet with his
advisor to conduct official business. Counterparts who reported having met with their
advisor two to three times per week or more gave above-average PACT scores more
frequently than counterparts who reported having met with their advisors less often.

(3) Percentage of duty time counterpart spent on matters other than meeting
with advisors, administration, and training troops. A trend was observed for those
counterparts who reported devoting greater percentages of their time to matters other
than meeting with advisors to give somewhat lower PACT scores to them.

(4) Adequacy of the frequency with which advisor is reported to have met
with counterpart for business. Counterparts who indicated that their advisor had not met
with them often enough to accomplish their business gave significantly lower PACT
scores to their advisors than counterparts who judged the frequency of meetings to have
been adequate.

(5) Advisor's estimate of his counterpart’s initial agreement with him con-
cerning the desirability of making the changes e had recommended. Advisors who
indicated that they and their counterpart had been in agreement from the beginning
conceming the desirability of making most or all of the changes the advisor sought
tended to receive higher PACT scores from their counterparts than advisors who indicated
fewer degrees of agreement.

(8) Advisor’s cpininn concerning the effectiveness with which his counterpart
participated in effecting the changes he had recomme-ded. Advisors who judged their
counterparts to have been very effective tend to rece..¢ from them higher PACT scores
than advisors who regarded their counterparts to have been less effective.

(7) Advisor’s evaluation of his counterpart’s general level of military compe-
tence. Advisors who regard their counterpart as competent or more competent than the
average U.S. Army officer receive significantly highar PACT scores from them than
advisors who regard their counterparts as less competent.

PACT scores counterparts gave to their advisors were found unrelated to the
following characteristics of the work in which they were engaged:

(1} Percentage of total duty time the counterpart reports spending in meelings
with KMAG advisors. ’

(2) Percentage of total duty time the counterpart reports spending on ROKA
administrative matters.

(3) Percentage of total duty time the counterpart reports spending in training
ROKA troops.

{«) Total number of months the counterpart reports having worked with the
advisor.

{5) Counterpart’s estimate of how helpful the advisor has been in inatters not
conceming his role in obtaining MAP materials and funds.

(6) Counterpart’s impression of how much initiative the advisor takes in
enacting his advisory role.

(7) Counterpart’s estimate of the amount of time and effort he has had tc
devote to getting KMAG concurrences.

Social Interaction Characteristics

PACT scores advisors gave to their counterparts were found related to the following
social interaction characteristics (Table 16}:

(1) Advisors who .eported having interacted socially with their counterpart
once or more during the preceding three months under conditions not described in the
questionnaire gave, on the average, a significantly higher PACT score to their counterpart
than advisors who did not report these kinds of interactions. Social interactions
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associated with higher PACT scores included trips to visit Korean religious and historical
sites, shopping trips, beach parties, joint attendance at movies, interactions in ROKA
officers’ club and messes, and office parties.

(2} Advisors who reported having engaged in sports with their counterpart once
or more during the preceding three months gave, on the average, higher PACT scores than
advisors who reported not having engaged in sports.

(3) Advisors who reported having been invited to their counterpart’s home
once or more during the preceding three months gave, on the average, higher PACT
scores than advisors who reported not having been to their counterpart’s home.

PACT scores advisors gave to their counterparts were found unrelated to the
following social interaction characteristics:

(1) Number of invitations advisor reported having received during the last
month to be a guest of members of ROKA.

{2} Number of invitations the advisor reported having accepted during the last
month to be a guest of members of ROKA.

(3) Counterpart’s desire for a change in the frequency of social interaction
with the advisor from that which has been typical of an average month.

(4) Advisor's report of the total number of social interactions he has had with
his counterpart, under all kinds of conditions, during the last three months.

() Counterpart’s report of how often during an average month he interacts
socially with his advisor.

(6} Whether the advisor reported having met with his counterpart once or
more in a local restaurant during the preceding three months.

(7) Whether the advisor reported having met with his counterpart once or
more in a U.S. officers’ club or mess during the preceding three months.

(8) Whether the advisor reported having regularly scheduled social or recrea-
tional activities with one or more members of ROKA, their families and friends.

(9) Whether the advisor reported having interacted with his counterpart in the
advisor's home once or more during the tast three months.

(10) Advisor’s report of the number of members of ROKA, their families and
friends who have been guests of the advisor during the last month.

{11) Advisor’s report of the number of invitations accepted from Korean
civilians during the last month to be their guest at a social function.

(12) Advisor's report of the number of invitations received from Korean
civilians during the last month to be their guest at a socia) function.

Although PACT scores counterparts gave to advisors were found unrelated to any of
the 12 social interaction characteristics listed above, comparison of the direction of the
effects they have upon these PACT scores shows that in about 80% of the characleristics
the effects are in the same direction. Three types of social interactions were tentatively
identified as having possibly opposite effects upon the PACT scores advisors and counter-
parts gave to each other.

Biographical Characteristics

PACT scores advisors gave to counterparts were found significantly related {o three
biographical characteristics of advisors and to one characleristic of counterparts.

Advisors who reported having had the following kinds of previous experience gave,
on the average, higher PACT scores to their counterparts than advisors who reporied not
having had the experiences.

{1) Previous military assignments (non-MAAG) that involved the advising of
foreign nationals.
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(2} Previous military a<signmients involving the Military Assistance Program.
Advisors who repoited having the following biographical characteristic gave signifi-
canily lower PACT scores and counterparts who reported having the following bio-
graphical characteristic received significantly lower PACT scores than those who reported
not having the characteristic:

(1) Advisors with the rank of majo. gave, on the average, significantly lower
PACT scores than advisors holding other ranks.

(2) Advisors whose principal counterpart held the rank of lieutenant colonel
gave significantly lower PACT scores than advisors whose principal counterpart held some
other rank.

PACT scores that counterparts gave to advisors weie not found significantly refated
to any of the above biopraphical characteristics.
The following biographical characteristics were not found significantly related to
either the PACT scores advisars gave or to the PACT scores counterparts gave:
(1) Advisor’s chronological age.
(2) Advisor’s total months’ experience working with foreign nationals.
(3) Whether the advisor reported having been accompanied by dependents
while secving as a KMAG advisor.
{4) Whether the counterpart had ever been to the United States.
(5) Whether the counterpart had ever attended school in the United States.
(6) Number of months advisor expected to remain in KMAG at the time the
survey was conducted.
(7} Number of months counterpart reported having spent in school in U.8,
(8) Total number of KMAC advisors with whom the cownterpart reports having
worked.
{9) Counterpart’s chronological age.

(10) Total number of months the advisor reported having completed on his

present tour of duty in KMAG at the time of the sutvey.

{11) Total number of months counterpart reported having spent in U.S.

{12) Total number of months the counterpart reported having had KMAG

advisors assigned to work with him.

(13} Advisor's KMAG organizational element.

DISCUSSION

It is useful to review and relate some of the major findings to two broad categories,
the (irst of which iz comprised of questions pertaining to the method. They have in
common an inquiry concerning the extent to which the findings from tlie method
approximate the specifications set forth in the development of it. The second category is
comprised of questions pertaining to the operational implications of the results obtained,
so attempts to answer them depend to a great extent upon the cutcome of efforts to
answer the first set.

METHODOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS

Not all questions of interest to the present study can be answered by reference to
observed relations or to inferences based upon them. The distinction between questions
on which answers can or cannot be attempted by appeal {0 observed relations has been
ilustrated in Figure 5. Solid lines represent observed relationships and dashed lines
represent relationships as yet unobserved.
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Distinction Between Observed and Unobserved Relations
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Figure 5

Observed relations provide a wasis from which to judge the extent to which four of
the five original specifications were achieved. First, the research approach adopted to
develop a conception and method with which to obtain estimates of proficiency has been
demonstrated to be a feasible one. The conception of proficiency that was advanced led
to the development of a method that was applicable {o the collection of information
from advisors and counterparts who were currently working together. ‘Thus, whether
judged in terms of the capacily of the conception of proficiency to generate data
collection procedures or the acceptability of the proceduvres to KMAG and ROKA, the
approach is feasible.

Second, the conception and method are informative in the sense that they have
generated a type of information about the nature of advisor-counterpart relations never
before collected. The author is unaware of any other study in which pairs of currently
interacting sdvisors and counterparts described one another, in a form amcnable to the
kinds of analytes performed here, with regard to the types of characteristics examined in
this study.
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Third, on the whole, the conception of proficiency that was advanced appears to
yield estimates that are equitable. Estimates of proficiency do not, for example, appear
to vary as a function of many characteristics of advisors and counterparts over which
they have no control. Characteristics such as age, length of time in KMAG, presence or
<usence of dependents in the command, and others are not registered by PACT scores.
However, a few characteristics over which advisors do not have control, or have limited
control, are registered by PACT scores. For example, PACT scores tend to discriminate ’
between experienced and inexperienced advisors, beiween those who are regarded as 4
being primarily concerned with monitoring their counterpart’s participation in the MAP i
from those seen as having other kinds of primary concerns, and betweer. the ranks of ;
advisors and their connterparts.

Whether these differences result in invidious or equitable comparisons depends more
upon how the information is subsequently used than upcn the nature of the cbservation
that is obtained by means of the PACT method. Given the nature of the kinds of
characterist.cs that are registered by PACT scores, these differences are probably best
regarded as diagnostic of aitributes of advisors and counterparts that need to be con-
sidered in vfforts designed to promote proficiency.

Fourth, several of the results demonstrate the transactional nature of the informa.
tion obtained by use of the method. For example, PACT scores advisors give to
counterparts tend to be related to counterparts’ judgments of certain of the advisors’
critical role behaviors. Moreover, PACT scores counterparts give to advisors are related to
how approvingly advisors judge them with regard to their personal *raits, general military
competence, and the efiectiveness with which they participated in <ffectir~ the changes
the ardvisor had recommended.

Additionally, PACT scores are transactional in the sense that they refleci the effects
of seversl types of social interactions that advisors report having had with counterparts
- and, to a lesser degree, vice versa. That some of the effects are inclined to be in opposite
directions is understandable, if not yet reclly understood, in terms of the transactional
nature of advisc:-counterpart relations. Gbserved relationships, therefore, indicate that
four of the five original specifications were at least roughly attained. Since an evaluation
of the relzvance of the concept and method to the MAP involves both observed and
inferred r~iationships, the last specification is best discussed following a more detailed
review of several other methodological matters.

Three basic questions concerning the PACT method need to be discussed before
drawing any conclusions concerning its potential utility in an operatiunal context:

(1) To what extent is it likely that the relationships observed in this study can
be repeated?

(2) To what extent can estimates of proficiency obtained from the PACT
method be meaningfully substituted for direct observation of advisor-counterpart
interactions?

{3) To what extent does the present evidence support an interpretation of thc
PACT scores as a measure of cohesiveness ard how relevant is this as en influence upon
the extent to which the basic objcctives of the MAP are or can be met?

The coefficients of reliability obtained from analyses of the two distributions of
PACT scores indicate a high degree of replicabilily within the items constituting the
PACT Checklists. On the basis of the estimates of internal consistency and the contents
of the factors extracted, each item within the two forms of the checklist appears to be
sampling epproximately the same characteristics as tite other items, thus demonstrating
replicability in the sense of repeated sampling at a pariicular time,

Replicability, in the sense of stabilily over time, has yet to be studied. Because
PACT scores are sensitive to differences among ard between advisors and counterparts,
any systematic changes in those characteristics should alter the distributions of PACT
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scores. For example, if advisors in a different MAAG were perceived by counterparts to
be exclusively concerned with monitoring their participation in the MAP, present observa-
tions suggest the average PACT score should be lower. If, on the other hand, interactions
were of a type that led counterparts to invite a larger proportion of advisors into their
homes, the average PACT scores given to counterparts should increase. Thus, replicability,
in the sense of stability over time, should be expected of PACT scores only to the extent
that factors known to be associated with them remain as they were at the time this study
was conducted.

If changes over time can be demonstrated to vary as a function of factors previously
observed and found related to the scores obtained, then possible lack of replicability
(stability) should be regarded as one of the merits of the method. PACT scores are
probably unstable in the same sense that functioning barometers are also unstable over
tine.

Are PACT scores reasonably good substitutes for direct observation of advisor-
counterpart interactions? The question may unintenticnally imply that participant obser-
vation on a scale of the type used in this study is feasible and in some ways a more
desirable way of collecting information. It is the author’s opinion, however, that partici-
pant observation is a method best suited to the development of hunches and hypotheses
concerning phenomena, but quite unsuited to the job of testing hypotheses. The basic
question, however, is not the advantages and disadvantages of alternate ways of acquiring
information about advisor-counterpart relationships; more fundamental is the need to
assess the extent of differences between impressions and conclusions drawn from personal
observation and those reached by means of the PACT method.

Military personnel experienced in advising foreign nationals often delineate tte
personal qualifications required by those assignments as patience, tact, emotional stabil-
ity. and professional competence (17). The statistical factors extrected from counterparts’
use of the IAS to describe their current advisors tend to substantiate these reports.
Counterparts’ expressions of willingness to continue working with adviscrs are substan-
tially related to how favorably they ratc th. personal traits of their advisor. While the
three factors that were extracted, when combined, account for a.:out 62% of the variance
among the PACT scores advisors received, one factor alone accounts for 33% of the
variance. The traits loading most highly on that factor are: tustworthy, enthusiastic,
competent, harmonious, thoughtful, and sincere.

Whereas patience and tact imply lack of cc “7Tuence between what advisors expect
of cuunterparts and what counterparts believe, expect, and do, the traits that appear
important in the formation of their willingness to continue working with advisors imply
that the advisor is generally in sympathy with what they believe, expect, and do. More
than patience and tact, the traits most highly related to PACT scores appear to reftect
counterparts’ wishes for advisors who will serve them as personal nientors. While some
overlap is observed between the kinds of personal qualities that advisors regard as
important to the performance of the advisory role and those that counterparts use to
form their judgments concerning their willingness to continue working with advisors, the
overlap is not complete.

Patience and tact have often been recommended to advisors as though they were
antidotes to what has appeared to Western observers as hypersensitivity among Asian
counterparts. If personal experience with counterparts has given advisors the impression
that Asians are hypersensitive, does the PACT method yield similar conclusions?
Although it was not one of the objectives of this study to determine whether there are
any differences between Americans and Koreans with regard to level of sensitivity, some
data are available with which to meke relevant comparisons. The comparisons all take a
similar form, that is, are the advisor’s evaluations of his counterpart related to his
cPunterpmt’s evaluation of him and vice versa?
©
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The evidence bearing upon this question has already been cited in the section on
assessing the transactional nature of the PACT method, in which it was reported that
advisors’ evaluations of their counterparts are related to tr : PACT scores counterparts
give to them. With regard to comparative evaluations involving their personal trzits,
counterparts seem somewhat more influenced than do American military advisors,
although the opposite is found when relationships involving evaluations of critical role
behaviors are examined.

While significant relationships are observed between counterparts’ satisfaction with
their advisor’s enactment of his role and the PACT scores advisors give to them, similar,
but nonsignificant, relationships are observed between advisors' satisfaction with theit
counterpart’s role behavior and the PACT scores counterparts give to them. However,
PACT scores counterparts give to advisors are related to their advisors® evaluation of their
effectiveness in participaling in making the advisor’s reccmmended changes, the advisor’s
estimate of the exten! to which they agreed on the detirability of making the changes,
and the advisor’s eva'uation of their general level of military competence. Thus the PACT
method, like persconal observations of Korean counterparts by experienced advisors, leads
to the conclusion that counterparts are sensitive to the esteem shown them.

The finding lends support to the importance that experizaced advisors and trainers
of prospective advisors have often attached to the develupment of “r: »port.” Rapport, in
the sense of a harmonicus and sympathetic relation between advisors and counterparts,
does appear of considerable importance to counterparts when its importance is judged in
terms of the relationship between the first counterpart Interpersonal Atiraction facfor
and the PACT scores they give to advisors. Advisors who relate to them i~ a harmoninus
and sympathetic manner tend, on the average, to receive higher PACT scores from them.
The relative absence of traits definitive of rapport from the advisors’ first Interpersonal
Attracticn factor and the near absence of relationship between it ard the PACT scores
they give to counterparts suggests that rapport may be of less imporzance to the decision
of advisors to continue working with counterparts. What appears i be of somewhat
greater importance is the extent to which the advisor regard- the counzermart as one who
gets the job done.

Conclusions obtained by the PACT method have th- adwaatage of heir basec up.n
conjoint treatment of independently collected responses of advisors and counterpars.
Within the limitations imposed by the kinds of inforriation :mideted in this study. tze
evidence suggests that substitution of the PACT scores and. asscwmated measurcs 3ielkdis
conclusions concerning the nature of advisor-counterpart re.ationsnips that are generaliy

advisors concerning a number of characteristics of “heir :~teraiions wimn countervaris are
not available for comparison to what the PACT methoc yieits. comparsons het'w-en the
two approaches must be incomplete.

Finally, it is appropriate to attempt to reach a con:lusior o nuzrmr g the =xt:nt to
which PACT scores register variations between the comditiom and dnaracteristics of
advisors and counterparts that are relevant t¢ and Lik=!y to hawe -f--0w upon the degroe
to which the two basic objectives of the MAP arce atiained. The sy ra tyowes - validity
tests performed were efforts Lo partially answes zhis broad usstion. It is pat possible to
evaluate the relevance of the PACT svores to th: wltirate omertive. of MAP on the hasis
of observed relations (see Figure 5). For reas mx jev-le ped «mber in this report. date on
the extent to which interactions betweon advisors and counerparts resulited in increased
military capability and support for #% presence anc p.hows of U.S. personnel wer: not
collected. In the absence of such di41, an answ - Lo the que~tion concern iy the
relevance of PACT scores to thesc objextives car he hased upen 1 lations that are only
arqued from the data available. Thorefor.. tae results concerning relations betv ~en the
PACT scores advisors and countetparis reve ved ané their intermersonal g tra - iveness,
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enactment of role behaviors, job-related characteristics, social interactions, and biograph-
ical characteristics should be reviewed and a decision made as to whether it is plausible to
infer consequences for the attainnient of MAP objectives from them.

OPERATIONAL IMPLICATIONS

If the PACT scores are regarded as valid enough to support inferences concerning
the likelihood that the two basic objectives of the Military Assistance i’rogram in Korea
are being met, and sufficiently sensitive to identify the conditions that either facilitate or
hinder mission achievement, then the results of the study have certain implications.

These implications must, however, be tempered by the finding that reciprocation
occurs about equally in from 65 to 76% of the cases. Although evidence indicative of an
unwiltingness to continue working together is observed in only about 4 to 6% of the
cases, the absence of reciprocation in from 24 to 35% of the cases leaves a portion vf the
cases open to interpretation. Within the present samples, about 14 to 20% of the advisors
who expressed an above-average level of willingness to continue working with the
counterpart received a below-average expression from their counterparts. Similarly, about
10 to 16% of the counterparts who expressed an above-average (or high) level of
willingness to continue working with their advisors received a below-average expression
from their advisors.

The capacity of the PACT method to discriminate between these several outcomes,
while not currently interpretable, thereby identifies subsamples of advisors and counter-
parts of a type toward which future work inight most profitably be directed.

Current Levels of Proficiency

Several sources of data converge to indicate that in the summer and fall of 1966
cohesiveness was high among both advisors and counterparts.?! The validity of this
statement is based upon the following:

(1) Observance that the distributions of PACT scores obtained from advisors
and counterparts were both skewed toward maximum scores, with relalively few respond-
ents in either group clearly rejecting one another as co-workers in the fulure.

(2) Examination of the relative ordering of mean Intcrpersonal Attraction
Scores assigned to actual co-workers in comparison to each group's IASs assigned to
preferred and non-preferred co-wotkers who were or were not members of their own
ethnic group.

Advisors assigned the highest 1AS to most-preferred American co-workers
and counterparts assigned their highest scores tc most-preferred Korean co-workeis.
Advisors gave only a slightly lower 1AS to most-preferred Korean co-workers, while
counterparts indicated only somewhat loss attraction to muost-preferred American
co-workers than Korean co-workers. Both groups assigned third position to their current
adwvisor or counterpart.

The mean differences between each of the three sets of ratings are small
comnpared to the gap belwecn those ratings and the mears assigned to least-preferred

31 Whether the level of cohesiveness varies over time and changes as a function of far-reaching
political, economic, and military conditions not examined in this study are Questions that are now
testable by means of the PACT method. At the time of the study KMAG and ROKA were deeply and
mutually invelved in assembling, equipping, and training Korean forces for deployment in South
Vietnam. The political, economic, and military factors giving rise to these aclivities and the corsc-
quences that they had and were expected to have upon fulure political, economic, and military factors
cannot be excluded as possible determinants of the levels of cohesiveness observed.
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co-werkers. Both advisors and counterparts judged least-preferred co-workers of their own
ethnic group to be least attractive (fifth position), with least-preferred co-workers not
members of their own group in fourll: position. Thus, compared to most- and least-
preferred co-workers, whether of the raters’ own or a different eihnic group, advisors and
counterparts closely resemble one another’s conceptions of preferred co-workers.

(3) Comparisons of the percentage of critical role behaviors judged by advisors
and counterparts to require change. On the average, both groups judged each other as
satisfactorily enacting about 75% of the critical role behaviors they were asked to rate.
Both groups were observed to be very similar with regard to the percentage of critical
rcle behaviors they felt should occur more often and less often than was typical.

The preponderance of evidence collected in this study, wiith the exception of the
35% of unreciprocated PACT scores, suggests that cuirent policies and practices pertain-
ing to the control of advisors are not inconsistent with the achievement of substantial
levels of proficiency. The conclusion must be limited o that statement because it was
not the objective of the research to evaluate the efiectiveness of the several components
by which control is exercised over MAP advisors. No information was collected on hew
advisors were selected and assigned to KMAG, on any preparatory training the advisor
underwent prior to the assignment, or on current KMAG management policies and
practices. Thus, comparisons between “selected” and “‘unselected” advisors with regard to
the PACT scores they received, or comparisons involving preparatory training, orientation,
and management policies and practices were not possible. 'I'o the extent that variation
occurs withia and between MAAGs, the PACT method now makes it possible to estimate
the cffects of such variation on the developm:ont of cohesive relations between advisors
and counterparts.

With the high level of proficiency observed in KMAG and ROKA, little room for
improvement appears to eaist Efforls to achieve greater control over the kind of
proficiency examined in thi study are, therefore, unlikely to yield results that present
policies and practices do not already achieve to a great degree. Moreover, present

" evidence indicates that no singie change in current practices and policies concerning the
selection, training, and management of advisors is likely to have strong cffects upon
raising the level of cohesiveness att>ined. Nevertheless, the PACT method has tentatively
identified a variely of charactzristics and conditions that appear to affect the develop-
ment of cohesive relations. Should further evidence, based upon the analyses of PACT
scores from new samples of advisors and counterparts, confirm these prel’minary findings,
it may serve to guide efforts directed toward either the development, maintenance, or
improvement of proficiency within KMAG or other MAAGs.

On the assumption that the conditions and charactcristics identified in this study as
factors influencing cohesiveness are replicable, implications appear to exist regarding
possible efforts to casure that subsequent advisors achieve proficiency in their relations to
counterparts. The allocation of the implications to each of the several possible means by
which control uver proficiency may be achieved is, of necessity, arbitrary. While certain
conditionis that appear to have effects upon PACT scores fall within the customary
jurisdiction of one component of the Program rather than another, it is recognized that
the integrated use of selection, training, and management controls are likely to have
synergistic effects beyond what any one of them alone might yield. The following
allocations of implicationis therefore suggest areas where attention might profitably be
directed rather than an efforl to direct the means by which they are attended.

SRR

Selecting Who Will Interact

Efforts directed toward the development of cohesive relations with counterparts by
means of selecting personnel for assignment to Korea are, based upon observed relations
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to PACT scores, most likely to succeed if randidates are screened for the following
personal traits as defined by Korean counterparts: enthusiasm, competence, superiority,
thoughtfulness, sincerity, trustworthiness, industriousness, and learnedness.

While the willingness of counterparts to continue working with advisors has been
shown to depend upon their estimates of advisors’ abiiities to assist them, of equal
importance to the decision is their impression of advisors’ motivations to ussist or
frustrate thein. Selection of candidate advisor persunnel with regard to these traits does
not, however, ensure that the traits will become or remain manifest in the Korean social
context unless candidates are also screened for their abilities to tolerate frustration and
ambiguity. Nor are those traits likely to become or remain manifest to counterparts if
personnel are not screened for xenophobic reactions and their ability to monitor possible
negative reactiuns to local living and workins conditions for the inferences that counter-
parts are likely to draw from them.

One of the pre-conditions to being able to relate to counterparts in these ways is the
motivation to acquire information about the social context in which the counterpart
must live and work and the capacity to use that information to manage the interactions
that occur. Candidates who tend to compartmentalize work and personal relations are, in
the absence of corrective training experierices, unlikely to manifest the traits important tc
counterpar’s. Thus, candidates who are both achievement and affiliatively orier.ted are, all
other things being equal, most likely to develop cohesive relations to counterparts. They
are, almost by definition, most likely to identify disagreements and conflicts between
their views and those of their counterparts and be motivated to prevent or reconcile the
differences in a harmonious manner.

Finally, candidates who seek novel kinds of experiences and who are inclined to be
adventurous are less likely to find the conditions of life and work in Korea unpleasantiy
distractive, preoccupying, and a source of interference with their productivity.

Management of What is Interacted

Efforts directed toward the development of cohesive relations with counterparts by
means of the kinds of management controls that exist within the local command are,
based upon observed relations to PACT scores, most likely to succeed if they take the
following into account:

First. the advisor’s antonomy to defire the changes that he regards as most
important to make. Because of the periodic and recurrent rotation of personnel, advisors
should be encouraged, to the extent consistent with other operational demands, to select
those changes that can realistically be accomplished during their tour of duty. By this
means, the proportion of changes being worked upon at any given time that were
“inherited”’ from predecessors can be reduced.

Second, the assignment of duties to an advisor should take into account all
factors that are likely to affect his ability to meet with his counterpart two to three
times per week. Consideration should be giveir, when allocating duties, to such factors as
the adviso.’s geographical location relative to that of his counterparts, the type of
transportation avail.ble to him, time required to travel the distances, availability of billets
for over-night trips, and the number of counterparts to be advised.

Third, advisors who will essentially be monitoring their counterpart’s participa-
tion in the MAP should be encouraged to broaden the basis of their association, and
attempts to integrate the tutorial or other aspects of the advisory job with monitoring
functions should be encouraged. Counterparts should not be encouraged to perceive
advisors as being concerned exclusively with monitoring functions.
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Training in How to Interact

Ffforts directed toward the development of cohesive relalions with counterparts by
means of training and orientation progrcms are, based upon observed relations to PACT
scores, most likely to succeed if candidate advisors are provided opportunities to become
familiar with two very general characteristics of the assignment.

First, (a) the kinds of advisory role behaviors which counterparts regard as important
and which, in Jueir judgment, should occur more or less often than was typical of
advisors in 1966, (b) the kinds of advisory role behaviors which counterparts regard as
important and which, in their jucgment, were occurring about as often in 1966 as they
thought they shouid; (c) the kinds of counterpart role behaviors which advisots regarded
as important and which, in their judgment, should have occurred more or less often than
was typical of counterparts in 1966, (d)the kinds of counterpart role behaviors which
advisors regarded as important and which, in their judgment, were occurring about as
often in 1966 as they thought they should; (e) the similarities between advisors’ and
counterparts’ role expectations as well as (f) the differences between them and the
potential conflicts and disagreements inherent in the advisor-counterpart relationship. The
construction of training materials designed to aid prospective advisors in the management
of “potential discontents” would seem a useful contribution to the MAP.

Second, candidate advisors should be trained and neophyte advisors oriented, upon
arrival at their duty station, toward adopting attitudes and patterns of behaviors that will
permit them to participate in social interactions with counterparts in ways that encourage
development of cohesiveness. Constructing training and orientation inaterials to famihar-
ize and desensitize advisors to elements of local living conditions to which they are likely
to react negatively in the presence of counterparts should promote attainment of MAP
objectives.

Phobic reastions to local foods, beverages, and sanitation should b:: explicitly treated
as should matters pertaining to theft and espionage. The objective of the training should
not be to discourage sccial interactions with counterparts, but to train advisors to
become better informed and discriminating in the choices they make, and to provide to
advisors a realistic, empirically based station report concerning these matters. Simul-
tareously, the training should guide them toward achieving adjustments to local condi-
tions thal minimize risks without maximizing alienation from the local conditions and the
world in which the counterparts, upon whom they depend for progress, must live.

Training and orientation programs that deal with these topics mwust, in order to
develop in advisors a realistic, balanced, and fair perspective, present the information in
comparative form. That is, every effort must be made to avoid giving personnel who have
never been to Korea, and who know only of the primitive and inhospitable conditions
that existed during the time of the Korean war, the inpression that Korea is, today,
much the same. That is, every effort must be made to avoid creating the impreszion that
one’s personal welfare is quantitatively more in jeopardy in Korea than in the United
States or other countries. There are both similarities and differences in the risks that
exist. Although prospeclive advisor personnel have heen reared to cope effectively with
the 1isks that exist in the United States, they have not in general been taught how to
cope with the risks in Korea. No training or orientation program will be complete nor as
effective as is desirable if the concept of kibun is not made understandable to personnsl
who seek to establish cohesive relations to counterparts.
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Appendix A
MEASURE OF POSITION POWER P

Compliments from the leader are appreciated more than compliments from other
group members.

Compliments are highly valued, criticisms are considered damaging.
Leader can recommend punishments and rewards.

Leader can punish or reward members on his cwn accord.

Leader can effect (or can recommend) promotion or demotion.

Leader chairs or coordinates group but may or may not have other advantages, i.e.,
is appointed or acknowledged chairman o: leader.

Leader’s opinion is accorded considerable respect and attention.

Leader’s special knowledge or inforraation {and members’ lack of it) permits ieader
to decide how task i3 to be done or how group is to proceed.

Leader cues members or instructs them on what to do.

Leader tells or directs members what to do or what to say.
Leader is expected to motivaie group.

Leader is expected to suprest and evaluate the members’ work.

Leader has superior or special knowledge about the job, or has special instructions but
requires members to do job.

Leader can supervise each member’s job and evaluate it or correct it.

Leader knows his own as well as member’s job and could finish the work himeelf if
necessary, e.g., writing a report for which all information is available.

Leader enjoys special or official rank and status in real life which sets him apart from
or above group members, e.g., military rank or elected office in a company or organi-
zation. (*b points)

Leader is given special or official 1ank by experimenter to simulate for role-playing
purposes, e.g., “You are a general’ or '‘the manager.” This simulated rank must be
clearly superior to members' rank and must not be just that of ‘“‘chairman” or “group
leader” of the group during its work period. (+3 points)

Leader’s position is dependent on members; members can replace or dispose leader.
{— 6 points)

tReproduced from F.E. Fiedler. A Theory of Leadership Effectiteness, (4), p. 24, with the permis-

sion of the McGraw-Hi)l Book Company.

bThe dimension of leader position is defined by the above checklist in which all *“true’ ilems are

given one point, except for items 16, 17, and 18, which are weighted 45, +3, and ~5 points respectively.
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Appendix B
ADVISOR AND COUNYERPART PACT FORMS AND SCORING KEYS

Advisor Form

1. If I met my present counterpart’s superior officer, I would find it difficult to say
anything good about my counterpart.

Agree [ ] [ X1 Disagree

2. If my present counterpart had a choice, I would prefer that he choose to work with
a different advisor.

Agree |:] Disagree

3. If o good friend had a choice of assignments, I would not recommend my assignment
if he would have to work with my present counterpart.

Agree D Disagree

4. If I thought that a frank discussion with his ROKA superiors would enable me to
get rid of my present counterpart, I would do it.

Agree El Disagree

5. T would like my present counterpart to remain in his present assignment so that I
can continue to work with him.

Agree D Disagree

6. If I ever return to Korea for another tour of duty, I hope to be able to work with
my present counterpart again.

Agree [:I Disagree

7. I 1 ever return to Korea for another tour of duty in KMAG, 1 hope that I would
not have to work with my present counterpart again,

Agree D Disagree

8. If my present counterpart had a choice between continuing to work with me and
changing to work with a diflerent advisor in KMAG, I wowld prefer that he continue
to work with me.

Agree [] Disagree
ERIC:
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If I met my present counterpart’s superior officer, I weould try to give him the
impression that my counterpart is being very helpful.

Agree [] Disegree

If my present counterparli is not rotated soon to a different position, I will be
unhappy about continuing to work with him.

Agree [:| Disagree

The counterpart with whom I now work has made significant contributions to
strengthening and improving ROKA.

Agree D Disagree
ROKA has not benefited from any of the work of my present counterpart.
Agree [:} @] Disagree
My present counterpart has tried very hard to find ways of improving ROKA.
Agree D Disagree
My present coﬁnterpart seems to be genuinely interested in co-operating with KMAG.
Agree D Disagree

iIf all ROKA counterparts were like my present counterpart, the Military Assistance
Program would be much more helpful to the United States.

Agree ]:] Disagree

If I return to Korea in the future as a KMAG advisor, I would expect to be working
with a counterpart who is much better than my present counterpart.

Agree D Disagree
I would not inconvenience myself to continue working with my present counterpart.

Agree D Disagree

I hope that I never have to work with ano!' ~r counterpart who i< like the one with

whom I now work.
Agree D [i_-l Disagree
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19. I will feel very relieved if my present counterpart is transferred to a position to which
I will not serve as an advisor.

Agree [ ] [X] Disagree

20. I have met some counterparts with whom I thought I would much more prefer to
work than my present counterpart.

Agree D Disagree

4
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Counterpart Form

If I met my present advisor’s superior officer, I would find it difficult to say anything
good about y advisor.

ALgree [::] Disagree

If my present advisor had a choice between continuing to work with me and changing
to work with a different counterpart in ROKA, I would prefer thit he continue to
work with me.

Agree [j Disagree

If a good friend had a choice of assignments, I would not recommend my assignment
if he would have to work with my present advisor.

Agree D Disagree

If T thought that a frank discussion with his U.S. Army superiors would enable me to
ge. rid of my present advisor, I would do it.

Agree D Disagree

1 would like my present advisor to extend his tour in Korea so that | could continue
to work with him.

Apree D Disagree

If my present advisor ev.r returns to Korea for anothet tour of duty, I hope to have
hiin as my advisor again.

Agrce D Disagree

If my present advisor cver returns to Korea for another tour of duty, I hope he
would not be my advisur again.

Agree [:] Disagree

1f 1 were poing to be reassigned and thought that my present advisor was competent
to advise me in my new assignment, 1 would like to have him reassigned so that he
would continue to work with me.

Agree [‘—(] l:] Disagree

If 1 met my present advisor's superior officer, 1 would tiy to give him the impression
that my present advisor is being “ery helpful.

Agree E(j D Disagree
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If my present advisor’s tour in Korea was =xtended f>r some reasor, I would 2@
unhappy about continuing tc work with him.

Agree [j E Nsagree

The advisor with whom I now worl has ma¥ s:gn:5Scan: conaributions to strengthen-

ing and improving ROKA.
Agree Lg D Drsagree
ROKA has not benefited from any ¢ the work of m: present an 1sor,
Agree [_j E] Disagree
My present advisor has tried very hard to find way: of improving ROKA.
Agree D Disagree
My present advisor seems to be genuinely interested in giving assistance to ROKA.
Agree l:] Disagree

If all KMAG advisors were like my present advisor, the Military Assistance Program
would be much more helpful to ROKA.

Agree D Disagree

I have had advisors in the past who were much better than the advisor with whom 1
currently work.

Agree D Disagree

The udvisor with whom I now work is the worst advisor I have ever had.
Agree D Disagree

The advisor with whom I now work is the best advisor I have ever had.
Agree [:] Disagree

ROKA would be better off if my present advisor were not in KMAG.
Agree ] Disagree

My uoresent advisor has shown a strong desire to understand conditions in ROKA,

Agree D Disagree
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Appendix C

PACT SCORE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS

Paired Samples Paired Plus Unpaired Samples
Advisors Counterparts Advisors Counterparts
PACT Score (N = 51) (N = 51) (N = 108) (N =97)
f lPerccm f TPercenl f Percent f Percent
20 25 49 14 27 56 52 19 20
19 10 20 6 12 18 17 13 13
18 4 8 9 18 10 9 15 15
17 3 ] 9 18 4 4 12 12
16 2 4 4 8 3 3 8
15 0 0 1 1 0
14 0 0 0 2 2
13 1 2 i 2 1 2 2 2
12 1 2 1 2 2 2 3 3
11 0 0 3 3 1 1
10 1 2 1 2 1 1 2 2
9 0 0 } 1 0
8 0 1 2 0 2 2
7 0 0 0 1 1
6 2 4 0 3 3 1 1
S 0 1 2 1 ? 3 3
4 0 0 2 2 l 1
3 1 2 1 2 1 1 ! 1
2 0 2 4 0 5 S
1 1 2 0 1 1 1 1
0 0 1 2 0 S S
Mean 17.5 16.2 17.6 116
Standard
Deviation 3.9 5.3 +5 6.4
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PACY SCORES: ROTATED FACTOR LOADINGS, MEANS,

Appendix D

STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND COMMUNALITIES

Counterparts’ Form
(N =51}

Factors

Item No. I 1 j 1 —{ v l v (pt‘irecir:n) (p(‘fcucnl) #
1 .39 .13 .28 .61 .38 84 37 .76
2 54 .16 .35 .49 .28 84 37 .76
3 .01 .07 11 11 .93 69 47 .89
4 .21 .c6 .38 .76 -.02 90 30 .78
5 .57 .30 .55 .08 .08 75 44 .73
6 .36 .15 .82 31 .06 86 35 .92
7 .36 .15 .82 .31 .06 86 35 .92
] .06 .15 71 17 .09 82 38 .57
9 45 13 .18 .72 -.00 92 27 27

10 47 12 .26 .60 .24 81 37 72
11 .68 .10 .43 .27 .16 80 40 .76
12 .28 .08 .61 .63 .23 90 30 .91
13 71 05 47 31 .19 82 38 .85
14 .79 .23 17 .26 -.17 88 33 .79
15 .36 .15 .82 .31 .06 86 35 92
16 07 93 .18 21 -.05 49 50 94
17 .51 .03 .01 .61 15 90 30 .65
18 .22 .90 21 .03 .18 49 50 .94
19 -.09 .15 .50 72 -.03 88 33 .79
20 .86 .04 - .18 .18 .00 86 35 .80

Advisors® Form
(¥ = 5D
Yem No. b l‘vaclorsT L ( Mean | sh iy
: ) T Tr . " v percent) | (percent)
1 65 .30 -.31 47 -.21 98 14 .68
2 74 .40 45 05 .18 92 27 .94
3 .81 .07 .21 A48 .03 9% 20 .90
4 94 .23 11 .02 21 94 24 .98
5 .57 .61 A1 12 1 90 30 92
(Continued) — —
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Advisorz’ Form (Continued)
(N =51
Item No. Factors Mean sh IS
' l m I m l W 1 v (petcent) | (percent)
6 30 .69 .23 .03 .39 82 38 .78
7 .94 .23 11 .02 .21 94 24 .98
8 .40 .53 .54 43 -.05 92 27 .93
9 .24 .80 .08 .05 .08 &8 33 71
10 04 .23 11 .02 .21 94 24 .08
11 .30 .29 .09 .20 .69 78 42 .70
12 .23 .14 .92 15 At 9 20 .96
13 1 .60 .25 .52 .28 34 37 79
14 .37 .73 .27 13 .38 86 35 .90
15 .23 .73 14 .19 43 80 40 .83
16 .14 .79 -.04 .13 13 84 37 .68
17 .02 13 .15 .78 .35 70 47 27
18 94 .23 11 .02 .21 94 24 .98
19 74 .40 .45 .05 18 92 27 91
20 .20 .33 11 .18 .67 71 46 .64

i
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Appendix E

PACT SCORES: INDICES OF FACTORIAL SIMILARITY

Advisor Counterpart Factors
Factors | o [ow | v
H .60 .58 .73 74 .59
I1 77 .65 .80 71 .24
i .51 .32 71 .58 .35
v .61 .28 .48 .58 .61
Vv .83 .39 .65 .57 .20
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Appendix F

INTERPERSONAL ATTRACTION SCORES: ROTATED
FACTOR LOADINGS, MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS,
AND COMMUNALITIES

Counterparts” Ratings of Advisors

(N = 45)
Factors
Trail Scales Mean SD K
1 | il I Iil j
pleasant-unpleasant .62 .35 49 6.1 1.0 75
patient-impatient 64 26 ~-01 5.5 1.6 .47
adaptable-ur.adaptable .61 .22 46 5.7 1.2 .64
enthusiastic-unenthusiastic 82 .16 31 6.1 1.2 .79
organized-unorganized .60 ~-.16 46 5.6 1.4 .60
polite-rude .50 .52 30 6.1 1.0 .61
fair-unfair .50 .25 40 6.0 1.2 .48
thoughtful-rash 76 .19 33 59 1.4 72
agreeable-stubborn 12 .73 .04 4.8 1.9 .55
kind-unkind .50 .57 43 6.2 1.2 .76
leader-follower 29 -21 65 46 16 .54
economical-wasteful .28 -.11 40 6.2 9 .25
learned-ignorant g1 .24 .51 59 1.1 .82
generous-stingy .33 J2 57 4.2 1.7 .46
sympathetic-unsympathelic .23 .45 .56 5.5 1.5 .57
lucky-unlucky .09 13 80 5.0 1.1 .66
industrious-lazy 68 .23 27 6.0 1.2 .60
considerate-inconsiderate .50 .29 51 5.8 1.2 .59
superior-inferior .80 .22 .37 6.0 1.3 .83
harmonious-quarrelsome A4 63 -~-07 58 1.4 212
valuable-worth'ess .68 .03 57 5.8 1.2 .80
{riendly-unfriendly .65 48 -02 60 1.3 .65
competent-incompetent .81 .16 39 6.0 1.3 .84
content-envious .32 .53 52 5.8 1.3 .65
respectivl-disrespectful .38 .49 53 59 1.2 .67
tolerant-intelerant .55 .38 .54 5.6 1.3 .74
likeable-unlikeable 72 .34 31 5.9 1.3 .73
productive-unproductive .58 .06 57 5.7 1.1 .68
consistent-erratic 71 .25 27 6.0 1.2 61
sincere-insincere .76 32 -3R 6.2 1.2 .82
civilized-uncivilized .68 .18 58 6.0 1.] 81
modest-arrogant .70 49 26 5.9 1.3 .80
trustworthy-untrustworthy .83 .26 .34 59 1.3 .87
{Continued)
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Counterparts’ Ralings of Advisars fContinued)

(N = 45)
Factors .
Trait Scales Mean sD A
i I i L 1}
powerful-powerless .26 37 .66 5.2 1.4 .64
rational-irrational 64 .38 .44 5.9 9 75
humble-boastful 48 A5 .33 5.7 1.3 .55
forgiving-revengeful .21 .51 67 5.4 1.3 7
wise-foclish .55 .33 .51 5.7 1.2 .67
Total Roiated Variance 12.47 486 7.83 25.21
Percent Total Common
Rotated VYariance 49.5 19.3 31.1
-;;tdvisors' Ratings of Counterparts
(N = 48}
Factors
Trait Scales Mean SD A
1 [ H I 11
pleasant-unplea: ant .29 84 12 6.5 .8 .80
patient-impatient -.02 .62 24 5.6 13 44
adaptable-unadaptable 74 .34 15 5.9 1.0 .69
enthusiastic-unenthusiastic .72 .39 .09 5.7 1.3 .68
organized-unorganized .70 .22 25 5.8 1.2 .60
polite-rude 17 .78 -.09 6.6 .6 .65
fair-unfair 41 34 .33 6.1 1.1 .57
thoughtful-rash .62 .30 29 6.0 1.0 .55
agreeable-stubborn .26 41 16 5.5 1.3 -4
kind-unkind A4 .50 42 5.7 1.3 .62
leader-follower 71 -0t .20 59 1.2 .55
economical-wasteful .38 .61 .52 5.6 1.2 .79
learned-ignorant .62 A0 A6 6.1 -8 a7
generous-stingy 38 5 40 54 L1 .56
sympathetic-unsympathetic 34 15 a2 5.7 .9 .65
fucky-unlucky -04 .20 46 1.7 1.0 .26
industrious-lazy .80 13 06 6.2 1.1 67
considerate-inconsiderale .50 .19 .55 6.0 1.0 .59
superior-inferior .74 .02 15 59 1.0 .58
harmonious-quarrelsome A7 it .60 538 1.2 77
valuable-worthless .83 18 .27 6.2 9 79
friendly-unfriendly 45 A1 A4t 6.7 1.0 .60
competent-incompet ent .82 02 .22 6.3 1.0 33
content-envious A2 A7 37 5.1 1.3 RYi
respectiul-disrespectiul 13 53 .3 6.2 8 .58
tolerant-intolerant 39 Rk .55 5.7 1.2 57
likeable-unltikeable .50 .54 .36 6.4 8 68
productive-unproductive 87 A5 23 6.2 8 .83
— {Continued) -

ERIC

ransusiaioc [T 114




P
P TNt b ottt = e = 4~ 1o+t ot o A+ oonem | 2 ot e < ot ot L 3 s B 1 e P TR T N S R ST 7 T TR A

Advisors’ Raltings of Counterparts fContinued)
) )

Factors ' 2
Trait Scales Mean 5N h
| I 1 T I

consistent-erratic 57 .32 .30 59 1.2 .51

sincere-insincere .59 46 A7 6.3 9 .59

civilized-uncivilized .28 .21 .65 6.3 -9 51

modest-arrogant .15 .56 48 5.4 1.3 .57

trustworthy-untrustworthy .52 .39 42 6.1 1.2 .61

powerful-powerless 31 -4 .58 5.4 1.0 AT

rational-irrational 43 By .35 6.0 1.1 .32

humble-boastful - .59 46 5.0 1.4 .56

forgiving-revengeful 12 .23 .70 5.1 1.1 .55

wise-foclish .66 18 .60 5.8 1.0 .83
Total Rotated Variance 10.15 6.18 6.36 22.73

Percent Total Common
Rotated Variance 447 271.2 28.0 99.9
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Distribution List

QIR OASD MANPOWER {RPIGR)

CHF DASA ATTN DOC L18 ok

DIR OASD MANJOWER € RESERYE AFFAIRS

NASA SCI K TECM INFO FACILITY COLLEGE PARK MD

CINC US EURDPEAN COND ATTN SUPPORT PLANS BR J3

CINC USA PACIFIC ATTR G3 CDC APD Saqy FRAN 96610

CG SOUTMERN EUROPEAN TASK FORLE APC 09168 KY

€6 US ARMY JAPAM AP0 76343 SAN FRAN ATTN G§

CG USZ FORCES SOUTHEAN COMD ATTN SCTARCD FT AMADOR C2

CG US ARKY EUROPE ARG D94DY NY ATTN OPN3 CIV

CG US ARMY AD COMO ENT AFB ATIK ADGCB

CG IST ARNY ATTN DCSNT FT MEADE RO

CG JRD ARMY ATIN DCSDT FT MCPHERSON

CG 4TH ARMY ATIN ARADC~BEUT) KF¥ SAN MOUSTON

CG FIFTH ARMY FT SHERIDAN ATTN ALFGC NG

DIR HEL APG WD

LG USA COC EXPERIMENTATION COMD FT DRD

ENGNR PSYCHOL LAB PIONEERING RES Oly ARMY NATICK 1485 NATICK MaSS
TECH LEB ARSY NATECK LABS NATICK MASS

INST DF LAND C8Y ATIN TECH (I8 FT BELYDIR vA

REDSTONE SCIENTIFIC INFO CTR US ARMY MSL COMD ATTN CHF DOC SEC AtA
CO USAPA MBLTYV DET TOBYHMANNA ARMY SCPDY

CO FT HUACHUCA SPT COMD USA ATIN TECH RES LTS8

SIXTH USA LEB DEPOT proG M 1) 14 "RES OF SAN FRAN

PLANS OFFICER PSYCH HOQTRES USACDCEC FORT DpO

G FT ORD AYIN 63 ING Dly

DIR WALTER REED ARMY *.5T OF RES WALTER REED ARNY KED CTR
DIR WRALR WALTER REED aRMY WED CTR ATTN NEURDPSYCHIAT DIv
CO MQ ARNY ENLTSVED EvaL CTR FT BENJ HARRISON

TECH LIB BOX 22 USACDC EXPERIMENTATIOM COND FT DRD

CO FRANKFCRD ARSNL ATTN SMUFA-N8400/202-4

ATH ARKY KSL COMD AIR TRANSPORTABLE SAN FRAN

CO PICATENNY ARSNL DOVER N J ATIN SUMPA v

CO USA CDC AG AGCY FT BENJ MARRISON IND

REF M NS 1S MASA ALA

CBT OPAS RES GP USACOC SP OpRS ANALYST MUNAN FACTORS aL€x va
CO ARMY CDC AANCH AGY FT KNOX

€0 US ARRY COC AVN AGLY FT RUCKER

CO ARMY CBT DEVEL COND (BT SUPPORT GP

CG USCOMARC ATTN DCS INTEL FT MONROE

€G USA TNG CTR AD ATTN ACOFS G3 FT BLISS

CG USA TNG CTR ARMOR ATEN ACDFS G3 FT KNOX

CD USA TxG CTR {FA) ATTN ACOFS 63 FT SILL

€6 USA ING CTR & FT LEONARD w0OD ATTN ACOFS G3

€6 USA TNG CTa INF ATTN ACOFS G) FT BENNING

CG USA TNG CTR INF ATTN ACOFS G FT OIx

€6 USA TNG CTR ATIN ACCFS 63 FT JACRSON

CG USA TNG CTR ENF ATIN ACOFS G) FT LEMIS

CG USA -6 CTR INF & FT OAD ATIN ACOFS €3

CG USA TNG CTR EMF ATTN ACOFS G3 FT POLK

CO USA RED TMG CTR ATIN DIR OF TNG FT SAN HOUSTON

CG USA TNG CIR INF AJIN ACOFS 3 FTI BRAGG

CC USA TNG CTR IMNF ATTN ACOFS G FT CANPBELL

CIVLN PERS OFCR US ARNY SPT CIR ST LOUIS ATIN EMPLODYEE DEVEL OFCR
L1D ARNY WAR COLL CARLISLE BKS

COMDT ySh [NTECL SCH ATIN AHBM-S-RA0 FT HOLA3TaD

COMDT CORD o GEX STAFF CO FT LEAVENWORTH ATTN ARCHIVES
OIR OF KILLT PSYCHOL ¢ LOASHP US WILIT ACAD WEST POINT
US WILIT ACAD wEST PDINT ATIN LIB

CONAT &RMv AN SCH ATIN DIR OF INSTR FT RUCKER

COMDT ARNY SECUR AGY twG Crm ¢ SCM FT DEYENS ATIN LIB
CONDT &NDSTR COLL OF THE ARNED FORCES FT MONAIR

CC-DT MATL WAR COLL FT LESLEY J WONATR ATIN CLASSF RECORDS BR LD
MED FLO SERY SCW BROOKE ARNY wmeO CTR FT SAM WOUSTON ATIY STIKSOM L1B
DIR OF INSTR ARMCR SCH FT KwOK

CORDT USA CHAPLAIN SCh ATTN DDE FT HANILTON

COXDT ARMY CHEM CONPS SCH FT MCCLELLAN ATIN EDUC ADY
COMDT USA FIN SCH ATTN CHE 0OC DEV LET PLN DIV InD

USA FENANCE SCM FT BENJ HARRISON ATTN EDUC ADY

EJUC ADY USAIS ATUN AQ11S5-M FB BENNING

DIR OF INSTR USAIS ATIN AJIIS-D-EPRD FT BENNING

LED AaMY M SCM FT LEE

CO USA SEC AGY ING Crr € SCH ATTN LATEY RSCM ADY FT DEVENS
CORDT US ARMY SOUTHEASTERN SEG SCM ATTNI EOUC ADVISOR FT GOROON
CORDT USA AD SCw FT pLlsS

CO USA ORD CTR & SCH OFC OF OPS ATTN AHBN-D APG MO

ASST COMDE ARMY ATR OFF SCH FY BLESS ATTN CLASSF TECN LIB
Cé USA FLD ARTY CTR grpw AVN DFCR FT SILL

CONDT ARNyY DEF INTEL SCM ATIN SIeAS DEPT

COROT ARNED FORCES STAFF COLL NCRFOLK

COMOT USA $1G CTR & scw ATIN DOI FT NOWNOUTH

CONDT JUOGE ADYOCATE CENERALS SCM U OF YA

OPTY COMDT USA AYN SCH ELEMENT LA

)

w
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HQ ABERDEEN PG ATTN TECH LEB

CONDT USA INTELL SCH ATTN OIR OF ACADEMIC OPS FT WOLABIZD
CONOT USA INTELL SCH ATTN OIR OF DOC C LIT FT wOLABIRD
COMDT USA CEGSC OFC OF CHF OF RESIDENT INSTR FT LEAVENWORTH
CONDT USA CA SCH ATTN DEPT OF RSCH ANALYSIS £ DOC FT GORDON
COMDT USA CA SCH ATTN DOI FT GOALON

CONDT USA CA SCM ATTN EDUC ADV FT GOADON

COMDT USA CA SCW ATIN LIB FY GORDON

COMDT USA SCM & ING CTR ATIN ACOFS G3 TNG Dfy FT MCCLELLAN
CONDT USA SCH & TN3 CIR ATTN ACDES G3 PLNS L DPS DIy FT MCCLELLAN
CONDT USA INST FOR WIL ASSIST ATTN DO! KT BRAGG

CONDT USA CBR WPNS ORIENTATRON COURSE ATTN DOI DUSWAY UTAM
COMOT USA $LD ARTY SUM ATIN OOI FT St

COMDT USA ARTY § MSL SCH ATEN EDUC SERVICES Dlv FT Sttt
conm usa nn € MSL SCH ATIN EpUC ADV FT SILL

COMDT USA TRANS SCM ATTN LB FT EUSTIS

usn INST mn ML ASST ATUIN EDUC ADY FT BRAGG

COMDT USA ARTY § MSL SCH ATEIN LIB FT Sipt

CG USA SCK B TWG CTR ATTN ACDFS G) FT GORDON

COMDT USA AD SCH ATTN AKBAAS-DL-TA FT BLISS

OIR BAGD & BN OPKS OEPT USALS FI BENNING

DIA COMM ELEC USALS FT BENNING

DR ABN-AIR MABILITY O£PT USALS FT BENNING

CG us ARMY STIGNAL CTR € SCH ATIN SIGOTL-) (COBET 1)

SECY OF apmys PENTAGON

OCS~-PERS DA ATTN CHF CeS DIy

DIR OF PERS STUCIES € ASCH ODCSPER DA WASH DC

ACSFOR O ATIN CKF TNG DIv WASH DC

CG USA MY COMD ATIN ANCRD-TE

CRE DF INFO DA ATIN CKF T1 Dly

CLEN PSYCHOL CONSLT DFC DF CHF PSYCHIAT & NEUROL CONSLT

CG ARMY MED R¢D COND ATIN BEMAv SCI RES 8R

US ARMY BEMAVIORAL SCI RES LAB WASHs DaCe
ARNY PROVOST MARSHAL GEN

OIR CIVIL AFFAIAS DRCTE ODCSOPS
OFC RESERVE COMPON DA

ADMIN DDC ATINT 1CA {MEALY) CAMERDN STa
CD US ARMY MED RES LAB FT KNOX

CHF OF ReD pA ATIN CHF TECH & INDSTR LIAISON DFC

U § ARKY BEMAVIORAL SCY AES LAB WASH, DoC. ATTN CRO-AIC
CAREER MGT BR ATTN R DETIENNE CANERON STA ALEx ¥A

PRES ARNY INF BD FT BENNING ATTN FE¢SP DUV

PRES ARMY MAINT BD FT KAQX

UG USCONARL ATTN ATIT-RO-RC FT MONROE

CG USCONARC ATTN LIB FT MONROE

CO ARMY CBT DEVEL COND MILIT POLICE AGY FT GORDON

US ARMY ARCTIC TEST CTR R € D DFFICE SEATTLE

CMF USA AD HRU FT BL1SS

CHF USA ARMOR MRV FT xNDX

CHF USA AVYN HRU FI AULKER

CHF USA INF HRU FT BENNING

CHF USA TNG CTR HMAU PRES OF MONTEREY

CO 2ND 8K 3J4TH ARMOR 25TH IWF Oly ATIN §3 APQ SAN FRAY 96268
CG IST INF Dlv ATTN ACDFS 63 APD SAN FRAN 56345

CG YRD INF DIV ATTN ACOFS 63 APD NY 09038

CG &4TH IKF OIV ATIN ACOFS GI APO SAN FRAN 98262

CG 7TH INF OIV ATT aCOFS G2 APD SAN FRAN 95207

CG aTr INF DIV ATTN ACOFS G2 APQ NY 09111

CG STH INF DIV TMECH) & FT CARSON ATTK ACOFS G2 COLD
CG 82ND ABN INF QOly ATTN ACOFS G3 FY BRAGG

(O L9TTR [NF ORGD FT BENNING ATTN S)

CO ST BN (REINF) ATEN S3 FT myER

CO LTIST InF BOE ATTN S) apD SEATILE 94731

LG 25TH [NF D1V APO 98243 SAN Faaw

CO 2ND 3% I15TH ENF JRD INF DIV aTTN S3 APD NY 09326

CO &TH 8K (RECHI S&TH INF ATEN §3 FT xNOX

CONSOL PES G2 TTH PSYOP GP APO 96248 Saw Faay

OA DFC OF ASST CwF OF STAFF FOR COMELCT ATIN CETS-8 wWASH
C6 NILIT DIST DF WASMINGTON

DIN ARNY LB PENTAGON

STRATEGIC PLANNING GP CORPS OF ENGYR ARMY WAP SERV

CHF OF WIL1T HIST DA ATTN GEN REF

CO USA 1OTH SPEC FORCES GP FT DEVENS

C6 3IST ARTY BOE AD ATTN S) Pa

CO 49TH ARTY GP AD ATTN S3 FT LANTON

€6 101ST ABN DIV TAIRMOBILER ATTN ACOFS G3 APO SAN FRAN 96383
C6 LST CAV 1AIRMOOILED ATTN ACOFS G3 APD SAN FRAN 96383
US ARKY GEN EQUIP ATTN TECM L 18 FT LEE

€O 3STTH (A AREA MQ B ARNY BASE ATTN ACTG pUB (4w DFCR BISTON
US ARRY TROPIC TEST CTR PO ONAWER 942 A1Tw BEMAV SCIEN CE
CO ARXY RES DFC OURMAR

CO S23TH Kip INTELL GP ATTW S3 APD SAN FRAN 95307

€6 111 ConPg € F1 MODD ATIN €3 SEC FT NOUD

ATIN: CRD-AR

ALEXsy YA, 22314

OPTY ASST COMDT USA Ayw SCW ELENMENT G4 33 CD 1ST ANNQRED Oty ATTN §) SEC FT M0

USA AVN SCN ELEWENT OFC OF Dim OF INSIX ATTM EDK AODV Ga 30 (6 20 ARMGAED DIV afTN £3 SEC FT wO00O

EDUC COMSLT ARXY MILET POLICE SCM FT GORDON 25 €Q E3TH SupT BGDE ATTN §3 SEC FT WO0O

CORDT USh ENGR SCM ATTN EDUC ADY FI BELVOIR 10 (G USAFAC ATIN GY SEC FT SIut

CKE POLICY o TNG LIT DIV ARWY ARNOR $Cw FT RNOX 20 €O 11 CORPS ARTY ATTN ) SEC FT SIGt

COMDT ARNY AVN SC" FT RUCREN ATIN €O adv 20 CG USA 4D CTR ATYN G SEC FT BLISS

CIR OF INSTR US MIL ACAD WEME PDINT NY Y G ATTN &) SEC FT POLR LA

CIR OF WILIT INSTR LS MILIT ACAD WEST POINT L PESD ARD OFC CHF OF RLD wasH DX

USA ENST FOR all ASSEST ATTN LIN FT FRAGS 1T CHF OF LD OA ATTN SCT INFO BR RSCH SPT N1, waSu OC
USA INST FOR RIL ASSIST ATIN COUMTERINSURGEWCY DEPT FT BRAGS L LEFE SEY Dly ARD ARG YA

COMDT USA MSL €& M CTR € $CM ATEN CHF OFC OF DPS REDSTONE RASWL L CIMW US ATLANTIC FLT CODE 312 USN BASE NORFOLK
COMOT US WAL SCM US waCl CTA ATSN AJmCT FT m{CLELLANY 1 CINC PACIFIC OPWS amy$ SECT FPO 981D SaN Faan

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

116



EDITOR TNG RES ABSTw AMER SOC OF TNG DIRS U OF TENN
U OF CAICAGO DEP: OF SOC

CTR FOR RES IN SOClAL SYS AMEA U

BRITISK EMBSY L . &S GEF RES STAFF WASHINGTON
ACS FOR LNTEL FOREIGN LIATSON OFCR TO NGAWEG MILIT ATTACKE
ARMY ATTACHE ROYAL SWEOLSH ENBSY WASMINGTON

DEF RES MEO LAB CNTARIO

AUSTRALIAN NAY ATTACKE EMBSY OF AUSTRALIA wASH OC
FRENCH LIAISON OFCR ARMY AVN TEST BD FT RUCWER
AUSTRALIAN EMBSY DFC GF MILIT ATTACHF WASMINGTON
KENNINGER FOUNCATION TOPEXA

AMER INST FOR RES SILVER SPRING

AMER INST FOR RES PGH ATTN LIBN

DIR PRIMATE LAB UNLY OF w3 MADISON

MATRIX CORP ALEXANOREA ATIN TECH LIBN

AMER TELsTEL (G NY

U DF GEORGIA pépy OF PSYCHO.

GBEALIN COLL DEPT OF PSYCHLL

OR GEGAGE T HAUTY CMMN DEPT OF PSYCHOL U OF OEL
HEAD DEPT OF PSYCHOL UNIV OF 5C COLUMBIA

U OF GEORGIA D€PT GF PSYCHOL

U OF UTAM DEPT OF PSYCHCL

GE CO WASH O C

AMER INST FOR RES PALO ALTO CALIF

N MEK STATE U ATIN PROF OF BFSYLWOL

ROMLAND ¢ CO HADDONFIELD NJ ATTN PRES

OKIO STATE U SCH OF AVN

ATRCRAFT ARMAMENTS INC COCKEYSVILLE MD

AMER PSYCHOL ASSOC WASMINGTON ATTN §1YCHOL ABSTR
NO |tL U KEAD DEPT OF PSYCHOL

GEORGIA [NST OF TECH OIR SCH OF PSYCHOL

AMER BEXAY SCI CALLF

SAN OIEGO STATE COLL PUBLIC ADMIN CTR

COLL OF WW + MARY SCH GF EODUC

$0 ILLINOIS ¥ DEPT OF PSYCHOL

CCMMUNICABLE DISEASE CTR DEVEL ¢ CONSULTATION SERV SECT ATLANTA
WASH MILITARY SY§ DIV PETHESOA WD

NORTHWESTERN U DEPY OF ENDSTR ENGNR

COR TNG COMMAND US #ACIFIC FLT SAN DIESO 1
DIR PERS RES DIV BUR OF NAV PERS 1
TECH LIB BUR OF S$HIPS COOf 210L NAVY DEPT L
HUMAN FACTORS BR PSYCHOL RES DIV ONR 3
CO FLT ANTI-ATR WARFARE TNG 3AN OTEGO 3
CO NUCLEAR WEAPONS TNG CTe PACIFIT U § NAV ALR STA SAN CIEGD 1
CO FLT TNG CTR NDRFOLX 1
CO FLEET TNG CTR U S NAY STA SAN DIEGO 3
PRES NAV WAR COLL NEWPORT ATTN MAHAN ([B 1
CO FLT ANTI~5UB WARFARE SCW SAN DIEGD 2
CHE OF NAY RES ATTN SPEC ASST FOR R & D 1
CHF OF Nav RES ATTN HEAD PERS ¢ TNG BR CONE 453 2
CHMF OF NAY RES ATTN DIR PSYCHOL $CI DIy COOE 450 1
CHMF OF NAY RES ATTN HEAD GP PSYCHOL BR CODE 452 1
DIR US NAY RES LAB ATYIN CODE 5120 3
DIR NAVAL RSCH ATTHN L8 COOE 2029 (ONAL} WASH DC 1
CHE OF WAV ALR TNG TNG RES DEPT NAY AR STA PENSALOLA 1
CO MED FLD RES LAB CAMP LEJEUNE 1
DIR AEROSPACE CREW EQUIP LAB NAY ATR ENGNR CTR PA 1
COMDT MARINE CORPS HQ MAR INE CORPS ATTN CUTE AC-18 i
HQ MARINE ZORPS ATIN AX 1
OIR WARINE CORPS INST ATTN EVAL UNIY 1
CGIGS) 111 MARINE AMPHIBIOUS FORCE MAC FPO San FRAN 36802 L
CHF OF WAV AIR TECH TNG NAV AIR STA MEMPWIS 1
OlR OPS EVAL GRP OFF OF CMF OF nav CPS DPD3IEG 1
COMDY PI7 COAST GUARD MQ 3
€O US COAST GUARD TNG CTR GOVERNORS ISLAND KY 1
CO US COAST GUARD TNG CTR CAPE wAY NJ 1
€O US COAST GUARD TNG CTA & SUP CTA ALAMEDA CALIF 1
CO US CAAST GUARD INST CKLA CITY DKLA 1
€O US COAST GUARD RES TNG CTR YORKTOWN VA L
SUPT US COAST GUARD ACAD NEw LOKDON CONN 1
OPNS ANLS OFC MG STRATEGIC AIR COMD OFFUTT AFB 1
YECH OIR TECH ING OIVIMRD) AFHRL LOWRY AFB COLO 1
CWF SCY Olv ORLTE SCU ¢ TECH DCS R*D HQ AIR FORCE AFR3TA 1
FAM NRCTE CF PLNS & OPS HQ USAF WASH OC 2
M3 AFSC 5CBS ANDREWS AFS 2
CDA ELEC S¥S OIV L G MANSCOM FLO ATTN ESRMX BEOFORD MASS 1
HQ SAMSD ISMSIR) AF UNIT POST QFC LA as$ CALLF I HONEYWELL ORO STA MAIL STA 806 MINN
AFHRL (MAT) WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB I NY STATE EOUC DEPT AESTRACT EDITOR AV(R
AMD ARMRX BROOK AF3 TEXAS I AEROSPACE SAFETY OV U CF SOUTHERN CALLF LA
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COR ELEC 3YS DIV LG HANSCOM £LD ATTN ESTI MR BRANDON 8 SMITH RES ASSDC U OF MINN
CTR FOR THE ADVANCED STUOY OF EDUC ADMIN W OF OREG
R ¥ IACHERT AT 2 NORNAW PARK GA
AILES STEPTOE €& JOWNSON WASM DC
BEVAN YP £ PROVOST THE JOKNS MOPKINS UNIV ND
€ BIEL U OF SOUTHMEAN CALIF LA
W BRAY 80X 4264 QUOGUE LI NY
M CHRTSTIE PAES AIGGS NATL BANR waSM OC
W CLARK ¥P gOR RSCH ASCH TRIANGLE [NST NC
GEN M P MARRES tUSA RETIPRES YHE CITaOEL 5C
DR L T RADER CHMN DEPT OF ELEC ENGRR U OF VA
CKE PROCESSING Oly OUKE U LIS
U OF CallF GEN L1® OOCUL DEPTY
PSYCHOL LIB HARVARD UNIV CAMBRIDCE
U OF ILL L1 SER DEPT
U OF KANSAS LIB FZaloolCalL DEPT
U OF NEBRASRA L3BS ACQ DEPT
OMIO STATE U LIBS GEFV ¢ EXCH OIV
PENNA STATE U PATTEE LIE pOCU DESK
PUROUE U L18S PERTODICALS CHECRING FILES
STANFORD U LIBS DOCY L@
LIBN U OF TERAS
SYRACUSE U LIB SER DIV
SERIALS ®rC UNTY OF NINN AINNEAPOLIS
STATE U CF TOMA L1B5 SER ACQ
N0 CARDUINA STATE COLL Uk MILL LIB
BGSTOM U LIS ACQ OIv
U OF MICK L85 SER OfYV
BRCuN U LIB
COLUMATA U LIBS DOCY ACQ
OIR JDINT 2 L1385 NASHYILLE
U OF DENVER MARY REED LI8
LI8 GEO WASH UNIV ATTN SPEC COLL DEPI wasu OC
LIB CF CONGRESS CHF OF ExXCH ¢ GIFT Olv
U OF PGH DOCY LIBN
CATHOLIC U LIB EOUC € PSYCHOL L1B WASH DC
U OF KY MARGARED 1 RING LEB
S0 1LL U ATON Li&n SER OEPT
RANSAS STATE U FazRELL 18
BRAIGHAN YOUNG U LB SER SECT
U OF LCUISVILLE LIB BELRNAP CANPUS
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1 DIR AR U LIA MAXWELL AFB ATTN aUL3T-63-253

1 DIR OF LIS US AlR FORCE ACAKD

L COMDT DEF woNS 5Y§ MGT CTR AF INST OF TECH WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB
1 COMOY ATTN LIB OEF WPKS SYS MGT CTR AF INST OF TECH WRIGHT-PAT.
L &570TH PEAS RES LAB PRA~4& AE«OSPACE MEO OIV LACRLAND AFB
2 Af HUMAN RESOURCES LAB MRMTO WRIGHT-PATTERSON AF8
2 (O HUMAN RESORCES LAB BROOKS AFB

1 #SYCHCAIDLOGY PROG NATL SC1 FOUND

L OIR NATL SCI FOUNDN NASHINGTON ATTN ASST DIR FOR Sa0C sCI
L OIR KATL SECUR AGY FV GEQ G MEADE ATTN TDL

3 cJa ATTN OCRFADD STANDAKD DIST

1 3vS EVAL Ofv RES OIRECTORATE DOO-OCD PENTAGON

1 OEPT OF STATE BUR OF INTEL ¢ RES ENTEANAL RES STAFF
3 US INFO AGY IRI L PROCUREMENT Lip

1 501 LNFO EXTH WASHINGTON

2 CHF ®GT € GEN TNG OIV IR 200 FAR WASHM OC

I BUR OF RES € ENGR US POST OFC DEPT ATIN CMF HUMAN FACTORS BR
I €DUC MEDIA BR OF DEPT OF MEW ATTN T D CLEMENS

1 OFC GF INTEARNATL TNG PLANNING € EVAL BR AlD waSH OC
L DEPT OF TRANS FA* ACQ SEC HQ 6104 wASH X

2 SYS OEYEL CORP SANTA POAICA ATTN LIB

L DUNLAP 4 ASSOC INC OARLEN ATTN 14

2 RAC ATIN LIS MCLEAX VA

L DIR RAND CORP SANTA WCNICA ATTN LIB

L GP EFFECTIVENESS RSCH LAB U OF [LL QEPY OF PSYCHOL
1 MITRE CORP BECFORD WASS ATTN LIS

2 U OF PGH LEARNING AsD CTR ATIN DIR

1 HUMAN SCI RES INC MCLEAN VA

2 TECH LNFO CTR ENGNR DATA SERV & AMER AVN [NC COLLMBUS O
L CHRYSLER CCRP MSL DIy OETROIT ATTN TECH INFO CTR

3 CTR FOR RES IN SOCEAL SY§ AMER U ATTN LIbw

L EOUC & TNG CONSULTANTS ATIN L C SILVERN LA

I GEN DyhawiCs POMONA OV ATIN Lia Olv CaliF

2 WARQUAADT [NDSTR PROO CO CUCANONGA CALLF

T mGR SIOTECHNOLOCY AEROSPACE 5¥5 DIV RS 8s-25 BOEING CO SEATTLE
2 CTR FOR RES [N SCLIAL 3YS FLD OFC FT BRAGG

T IDa RSCM & ENG SUPT DIV acL VA

I HUGHES ATRCRAFT COMPANY CULVER CITY CALIF

2 BATTELE WEMORIAL InST COLUMBUS LaBS AITN RACIC O
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